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SOVIET WEEKLY DISCUSSES GORBACHEV'S PROPOSAL, SECURITY 


Nikolai Popov’ Article 


Moscow MOSCOW NEWS in English No 4, Jan 86 p 5 


[Article by Nikolai Popov] 
[Text] 


For too long the countrics posses 
sing weapons of mass - and mutually 
assured — destruction have based 
their actions on the principic of ensu 
ring “national security’ by natio. 
nal means. But, considering the 
present day level of the development 
of destruction means, security cannot 
be assured in a military-technical 
way This is a political task and it can 
only be achieved by political means If 
one speaks about the USSR and the 
USA, security can only be reciprocal 
and, in terms of the international 
community as a whole, it can only be 
universal . 

It has happened on more than one 
occasion that initiatives in the field of 
arms control were made mainly wth 
an cyc to striking the imagination of 
world public opinion and in the hope 
that they will be wnacceptabic for the 
other side In the nucicar age it has to 
he realized that the propaganda divi 
dends from this logic and policy are 
tuo small in comparison with the 


“effect of survival’, for the attain 
ment of which there is a need for 
specific and convincing = steps, 
including unilateral «ones, for 
persuasion by cxampic, not by a chal 
lenge In Mikhail GCorbachov s State 
ment it is emphasized that “ridding 
mankind of the fear of a nuciear 
catastrophe” requires “rising above 
national selfishness, tactical calcula 
thons, differences and disputes, whose 
significanc? is nil compared to the 
preservation of what is most va 
luable ~ peace and a safe futurc” 
Now is the time to make reciprocal 
steps in foreign policy. and proposals 
that take into account the interests 
and apprehensions of the partners in 
the talks — and in survival — and that 
throw bridgcs of hope across the 
gorecs of suspicion 

Whereas cunning used for centuries 
to be the most revered art in world 
politics, while hypocisy and diplo 
macy were seen as almost synony 
mout, now an era of frankness is 


setting in in international relations 
even if in virtuc of the cxtreme 
dangcr ot the world situation 

Too often the discussions over 
international conflicts and problems 
and the talks on nuclear arms control 
have been characterized by an at 
mosphere of commercial transactions 
which are as old as the world itecif 
bargain more, prettify your commo 
dity, scll a fake and cheat a partner if 
you can Or talks like a card table 
Playing at random, not showing up 
the trumps bluffing and staking onc s 
all. all these are from different 
games but the psychology is the same 
In the statement by Mikhail Gor 
bachow it is stressed that the new 
Sovict proposals “do not attempt to 
outwit or owtemart the other side” 

The problems of transforming 
mentality in the space era consist not 
only in the conservatiom of haman 
ptychology The arguments of what 
seems to be common sense often 








come up against the mercenary 
interests of shortsghtedncss of defi 
nite influential circles in the world 


Whence 
the impediments! 


In the West. especially in the 
United States, the Soviet side is often 
accused of having an oversimplified 
imterpretation of politwal life in 
Arvcrica — of “unjustifiably exagecra 
tong the influence of the military 
industrial complex” It is argued. in 
this cace, that other influential forces 
are also active in the USA Indeed 
they are, but isnt it the military 
companies that arc planning to net at 
least a trillion dollars from the 
realization of the Star Wars pro 
gramme’? These colossal sums will 
provide the munitions industry with 
superprotitablic contracts for the next 
w) 06years! The first hundreds of 
millrons are already flowime from this 
source and it is clear that the MIC is 
not going to voluntarily give it up 

These circles’ thinking can hardly 
be called responsible of new - con 
sistent with the nuclear age Many of 
their spokesmen approach the ques 
gion purcly out of greed — the go 
vernment wants fo waste huge sums 
of tax dollars and it would be a crime 
not te mick them up After all, if we 
don t ect them. then others will And 
who cares what we produce’ More 
God abiding representatives of this 
group rationalize their actions by 
saying that the nuclear powers are 
just scaring cach other, that no onc 
would ever start a nuclcar war, and 
that. moreover, its having such all 
destroying weapons that keeps the 
other side in check The Wee of 
deterrence is still popular, although 
more and more people are coming to 
understand that the stockpiling of 
arms + tending to only intensify 
mistrust and the danerr of an 
accidental nuctear exchanger This is 
net to mention the blatant rmnmora 
lity of wasting trilhons for the arms 
race ata time when millions of people 
in the world are dying of hunegcr 

There is, lastly, a third type of 
moentalhty among those promoting 
another spiral of the arms race Its 
characterized bw the ofd sort of 
pathological anti communism and 
a desire. to climinate the Sovect Union 
from the world scene either phys 
cally of, by trying to wear it ont 
cconomically, through the arms race 
The failure of such attempts in the 
past hasn't yet seemed to weaken this 
group's hope for suceess in the future, 
when theyll be throwing away 
money cxpressed by digits with 
tweive reros It's these circies that are 


masterminding the campaign against 
the Geneva aercements, notably 
against the principle of not sccking 
stratcazxc supersmoerty And its these 
same circics that insist on the 
continuation of the Star Wars pro 
gramimec 

Many analysts, and not on the 
Sovict Uneon alonc. are alarmed not 
just because the oulitary industrial 
complex s influcnce ts growine 
against which Dwight 1) Fiscnhower 
warned om hes dav. but more so 
because this influence is becoming 
uncentrofiable The 12 bigecst compa 
mes of the military industrial com 
ples are beginning to shape the policy 
of the USA and throw up ever new 
obstructions before the path leading 
to an ending of the arms race and 
a braemning of civilized world rela 
trons 

The empact of these “rm«'iary 
monies can also be seen im ‘he 
continume muilrtanizatoon of th-nkine 
at different levels - public opinion 
the wews of influential circles 
including business, and representa 
tives of the politecal clite, mcluding 
government leaders To break thers 
vicious circle, to stop the press 
towards “nuclear winter there os 
anced for people at all political levels 
to realize the fact that we are at 
a turning point m human history 
beyond which the unpredictability of 
the mternational situation and the 
danecr of war will reach a qualita 
tively anew level The understanding 
of this must develop inte an intceral 
system of a new wav of thinking 
about mternatronal 
Many speak about the aced for a new 
way of thenking in the present critical 
period of human history but, not 
infrequently, they understand this 


corssiconcc 


differently Lets try and het some 


features of thes new mentality 


The art of good- 
neighbourliness 


The need te reconeder ofd dogmas 
of international relatrons was promp 
ted by the threat of the destruction of 
world civilization m a nuctcar war 
The continuing stockpiling of nuctear 
arms and thor refinement. ore 
making this danecr incrcasingly more 
acute. while the new notrons about 
‘nucicar winter” reattiom the ehohal 
nature of the threat The new 
common obrective of hamankind 
that of avoiding wniversal destruc 
tion ~ must bring the Earth ¢ popula 
tion teerther to a conederatly 
greater extent than it 1s dreworted by 
ideological, national, relmrows of 


other differences that weed to prod 
people towards international con 
flets Morvover. a universal charac 


and wars fought with consentom 


ter must also be omparted ' 
understandime that both nuctcar war 


weapons, and the use of for 
rs aving mitcrnatronal 
must be excluded trom the lite of 
humankind 

Much te our reerct, thes app nig! 
sample tact the poossebality t th 
threat of world covilezat 
destrowed. of whech Bertrand Fa 
Albert Fenstein and Nocls Bohr wr 
decades age has not vet iv tae 
understood by all, of ts not equally 
comprehended im full measure by 
rank and file citizens and politwal 
leaders there the mechanism of 
psyvcholoeral protection comes into 
operatwn many try seomply net to 
thork about the horrifying perspr: 
tive othecs gradually grow accus 
tomed to the teelng of constant 
danecr — hke people living on slope 
ofa sieeping vokane tt becomes 
dim and abstract Stell others at Last 
are angpped with the pessmrm of 
doomsday secine no real way out of 
the custing empasse Maorcover. son 
people clam that we are not scarcd 
enough for a sharp changer to take 
place om mentality prod thet the 


, ’ ne 


’ ; 


Stuatoon must mevitably detete ot ate 
further and mew comes mraet bret 
out before any tara tor the better we 
cour Obwveously, an woaderstancdine 
of the exrstineg danecr ond oon 
structive tear. alone. are net enoneh 
to bring shout a quick chaner on thy 
psychology of mnternateonal relate 

fo develop a new mentality ond 
woordingly now rcletronshos amone 
state it nee bees mmpeortant te 
understand that all of we behome to the 
same human race. to waderst.ond th 
mdivissniity of all life on the plonet 
The realization of thes must proceed 
net only from a teehee of fear of 
global nuclear missiles wheh have 
chenated global distances It quncktly 
grips cosmonauts when they see on 
planet from space and it meet conn 
toot er people on comditrons of a new 
stage of the sceentitec and technoloew 
ca orevelauteen = and) othe) | erowrne 
importance of glohal problems The 
diminution’ the “shrmmkong” of the 
planet im these comditions and ite 
greater coological vulnerability must 
be conducive mm promoting on wn 
derstanding of this mew enetw The 
mast contacts of people and the 
development of electron means of 
communi ation must have then part 
to play on thes respect 

It must be sand that oo tar thes has 
gone without a preeedent Even on 
the level of one natron the feeling of 
unity ares * o tule only on 
conditrons of an external threat or an 
attack tw oa hestile comntry 1 bee 
imhatitants of the Parth fortunately 
have not yet had ouch a real external 
enemy Will ar snvieble enemy | the 











threat of universal nuclear war - 
have such a mobilizing role to play’ 


International 
morality in 
the nuclear age 


As far as indiviaual countrics and 
peoples are concernr: ‘t becomes 
obvious that, given th 7 tcaliives, 
there 1s anced to give wy the artificial 
creatron of cxternal “cnemics’ or 
fabricated culprits of ones own 
internal problems, whom it is so casy 
to blame for all the troubles Whereas 
many poopie sce the princip 9 “Thow 
shalt not make unto thee any graven 
image” as customary and habitual 
today it will be mo less correct to say 
also — “Thou shalt not make unto thee 
any graven enemy” In present day 
conditions this ts an unpardonabic 
luxury 

It becomes vital to work out the 
haluts of taking the interests of the 
other side, the other partners in 
cocxistence into account First and 
foremost, this amounts to an un 
derstanding of the tnadmissibility 
today of a “7ero sum game’, when the 
gun of one side inevitably entails 
a toss by the other — all of us will be 
cither winners of losers depending on 
how the problems of war and peace, 
of life itself on the planct, will be 
decided 

More, what is in question is the 
need to profoundly understand the 
equality of all nations and peoples 
the new morality of reyecting narrow 
national egotism and understanding 
the special and imalicnable interests 
of other countrics and peoples There 
ss a need also to elaborate an 
inherent desire to sce in the other 
neighbours on the planct their best 
sides, to appraise the national iden 
tity of other peoples, and not to hunt 
out their drawhacks which are then 
sized up from positions of one s own 
superiority ft is time to measure up 
other countries and peoples not only 
from a purcly coonomic point of 
view There i a need to ece that the 
world is what it 1s precisety because of 
cach nation's memitable contribution 
to world culture The new mentality 
must be baeed not on the wnification 
of the world according to the canons 
of Western of European civilization 
even if with ts high level of 


comsumption, but on a desire to keep 


imtact the mumitabic nateonal culturc 
and identity of all nations and not to 
allow them to ect lost in the 
mainstrcam of commercaal mass 
culture 


Similar probicms used to arise on 
the national level as well Ourte witen 
m thers case. the purely racial. 
religious and other differences and 
prejudices were not climonated by the 
icgislative introduction of cquality 
and, more often than not. it has waken 
centurics to mitigate hestilitw and 
mustrust f @. betworn Catholus and 
Protestants) Alas, th- laws of mora 
lity cond justice ave bw far not 
beoome universal in relations bx 
tween states Moreover. whereas 
morality in relations between people. 
including religrous morality, is fos 
tered in the course of eullennia. now 
only years are allotted to assert the 
new international morality 


Is this 
possible! 


So far. it has to be admitted. the 
vicious thinking, which ts unfit for 
the nuclear age. permeates many 
spheres of politics and mulitary 
development in the West The post 
war decades alone witnessed the 
emerecnce of concepts such as de 
terrence, balancing on the brink of 
war, mutually assured destruction 
Stage by stage and presumably con 
trollabic escalation of guctcar con 
frontation and conflict All these 
concepts, cach of which is imposuble 
to check cxcept in the process of 
mutual destruction. take the form of 
scientific doctrines and have become 
part of the mast mentality § As 
Morton Halperm, an American cx 
pert on mulitary affairs. once sad 
about this way of thinking Ihe 
NATO doctrine is that we will fight 
with conventional weapons antil we 
are hesing Then we will fieht with 
tactrcal nuclear weapons enti we are 
losing And then we will blow up the 
world” The customary formulas 
browght inte the nuclear age from 
historical periods when hows and 
arrows dominated the hatticticld 
continuc te seem convincing of 
mevitable to many 

t< it at all possible to break 
conservative thinking to monld 
anew psychology of international life 
and to beein building new interreta 


tocomeshioges? 

Many things that have occurred in 
recent years sugecst a positive answrcr 
to thes question First, the mass 
movements for cading nucicar tests 
frec7ing the nucicar arsenals of the 
USSR and the USA, discontinuing the 
deployment of new missiics im 
Europe. cstablishing = nuciear tree 
zones, for the twinning of citics, broad 
exchaners of people between Fast 
and West. etc have shown that the 
understanding of the acuteness of the 
problem and the urfe tor detente 
have gnipped millons of people The 
retults of publ opinion polls attest 
te the same cffcct 

Many representatives of influential 
circles, for mstance, those American 
busencesemen who Last Decembcr 
took part im the meeting of the 
US USSR Trade and Feonomn Coun 
cil. have also spoken out in tLavour of 
cooperation and the promotion of 
good newhbeur relatrons Screntests, 
physicians. women's and youth orga 
nizations have stepped ap their 
activities for peace. disarmament and 
civilized relations between tae two 
social oyster 

It would be good te belewe that the 
stgeneathening of the mass move 
ments and the spread of the acw 
idcas among broad ecctrons of the 
population om different parts of the 
world will bring about a situation 
when a new feopeneblic thinking will 
become universal and bring the 
armaments matune to a halt’ And 
one can only hepe that thes process 
will be accelerated with the beip of 
more vigorods mvelvement of polit: 
cal leaders. the leaders of states. They 
can and must cecrt active mfilecnce 
on mass psychology mn these questions 
and assist in bringing about radial 
and swilt chanecs mm mass thinking 
In present day conditvens special 
responutulty ateo falls on the mass 
media without the interested im 
volvement of whech of is ernprerwertele 
for cxrample to propagate the “Cx 
neva sperrt) and a new mentality on 
the mucha an 

And of cmree. it  ceceptematty 
mmportant that publ opinion sheowld 
reach oats creseende) and hewn 
a truly mnflecntial ferce om quest 
of war and peace 


VN Pf fonmer Cand Se liietory) 
a eomor reecarch fellow at the 
Inctetute of US and Canadian Studies 
1'SSR Academy of Screncrs 








Lev Semeyko Article 


Moscow MOSCOW NEWS in English No 7, Feb 86 p 5 


{Article by Lev Semeyko: 


"Nuclear Weapons and Security") 


[Text] 


knot of notions about the role of 


The of the nuctear age have in the West such an 
forty years age produced ——— 


weapons 


nuclear in 
cut 1. However, it’s time to do this. The 


te ’ 
asrat Congacous thing te Ghat tho ased to chataste audear weapons & eoneet 


dilemma — survival or destruction - depends io sense of the verm. It is 
a fact that after the publication of the Statement by General Secreiory of the 
CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachov there was immediate “alarm” in 
counterstat::ments made in Washington: whet will happen to security withoui 


4 
H 
: 
| 


i 
f 
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From time immemorial it has been 
considered axiomatic weapons if 
reliable and skilfully put to wee, can 
and must destroy or repulse the 
enemy, bring victory and, with it 
security. But the nuclear age has 
created a parxtox nuclear weapons 
the most iethal weapons in human 
history - cannot bring victory Even 
if they are “superskilfully’ used, they 
will bring about self-destruction 
Perhaps, the most paradoxical thing 
of all is that the stockpiling of 
mountains of muciear weapons leads 
to a reduction of security 


To our deep regret. this parades 
ha not been acknowledged by 


everyone in the West This is the 
result of the age tong faith im military 
might skilfully used by diplomacy for 
the sake of ensuring one's own 
security. This is also a result of blind 
faith in the strength of military 


technology since its capabilitees have 
been increased qualitatively in the 
computer age ttence the hope or 
even faith that nuclear weapons in 
themecives, particularly in combina 
thon with antimissile weapons im 
space, can guarantce ne only securi 
ty. but even survival in wuctcar war 
lience also the acocicration of the 
arms race and. not infrequently. its 
approval by those ignorant of all the 
facts but who have onc sincere with 
to survive at all onsets 


This it a weong position There is 
no technical mean: of ensuring safety 
from the threat of nucicar war and 
survival in it This i¢ not only the 
Soviet pomt of view A report of the 
Independent Commission on [isar 
mament and Security tthe Palme 
Commission), which includes putrlix 
feures, politicians and statesmen 
from 17 couwntrics of Burope, Ameri 
ca, Asia and Africa, points out that 
"No known technology can even 
potentially ensure the effective and 
dependable protection of the popula 
thon against mucicar attack Parador 
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the parados of the nuclear age which 
ts still beyond the comprehension 
the advocates of might, which is said 
to be better the greater it 

The climination of nucicar weap. 


truction has had its part to play It has 


alicardly contained “both (1) sides 
from unleashing war Others stick to 
a more one siced point of view 
peace, they say, was ensured solely by 
the constant buildup of the American 
military might 

"lf im 1090 there has been no 
nucicar exchange between the US and 
the Soviet Union.” writes the Ameri. 
can rervarcher M WNacht “some 
analysts will surety claim that it was 
only because of adjustments in the US 
strategic force posture that war was 
avoided, while others will just a 
simcerely contend that nmuciear ~ar 
was never in the cards irrespective of 
the nature of the 115 nuclear force 


s” Be what i may, but 
nucicar weapons must be “bicssed” 

What we have here es a wrong pomt 
of departere: the USSR is ocen as 
a potential agercesor and the USA - 
as an cachusively peaceful state ‘There 
a great discrepancy between such 
cisims and the reality As estimated 


| 


The USSR is compelied to have the 


According to Mlachman and Kaplan. 


out of the 19 occasions when the USA 
threatened to use the bomb nine 
were during the period of the 
aa ed ee 
period when the had no 
stratcgic means of delivering nuciear 
weapons Fight of the times were 
during the relative stratceke 


| 








THE WAY TO ZERO 
SECURITY bachow s Statement for the stage Dy 


— both national and inter niem with a cimeltancou: ban on 
satronal — will be reduced to nought space arms This proposal contams 
a the x Geiense imitiative nothing that would lower the security 
SDN in the USA brings sbout the of the USA of its allics. ft rules out 
mest danger rous symbvoss of mucicar the posstbility of ome of the sides 
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USSR'S ‘TOP PRIORITY‘ PROGRAM CONTRASTS SECURITY CONCEPTS 
LD181227 Moscow in English to North America 0001 GMT 17 Mar 86 


[Panel discussion on U.S. and USSR concepts of security hosted by Pavel Kuznetsov 
with Dr Radomir Bogdanov and Dr Sergey Plekhanov, both from the Moscow United States 
of America and Canada Institute -- on the “Top Priority” program — live or recorded] 


[Text] [Kuznetsov] Last week we discussed the Soviet concept of securty outlined 

by General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev in the political report to the 27th Communist 
Party Congress in Moscow. The Soviet concept urges a new approach to security, 

saying it can be achieved only through political solutions, not through military ones, 
because the might of modern weapons is such that no military defenses, regardless cf 
how powerful and sophisticated they may be deemed by their creators, will bring the 
desired protection. Also, security has to be mutual, there being no American security 
without that of the Soviet Union and vice versa, and in terms of international 
relations security has to be universal. Well, this being the case, my first question 
goes to you, Dr Bogdanov. In the White House they see no other way to get rid of 
nuclear weapons other than through building space defenses in the framework of the 
“star wars" program or, as it is officially known, the SDI. Well, I would like your 


opinion on this program. 


"Bogdanov] Let me call your attention to one point. In our basics of the new univer- 
Sal international security system SDI takes very important place, in very negative 
sense, because our point of view !s very clear and there is no changing that, which 

is if you have nuclear sword in the spa-< you dictate your wil: to the rest of the world. 


That's very simple, you know, that’s why we are objecting to it very much. It's 
another side of the medal we have been discussing, of the medal of superiority. 


Do you agree with me, Sergey? 


[Plekhanov] Of course, it's a new way of trying to achieve superiority for the 
United States. It's very clear. I mean, of course, in public statements from 
Preident Reagan we have heard the assertion that SDI is supposed to be a peace shield 
for the world, for the United States in the first place, but if you go and reac the 
Statements from the people who are involved in the technical details of the program, 
Statements from the Pentagon officials, from the scientists involved, it becomes 
clearthat What they have in mind is something much more sinister than that. It's 
simply buttressing the American offensive potential, the nuclear missile potential 
of the United States with an antimissile shield for the United States which would 
make it much easier for American defense planners to think in terms of delivering a 
first strike against the Soviet Union. 








[Kuznetsov] Going back to security. We're speaking about security. The Americans, 
the White House, the people in the White House are also speaking about security and 
they're talking about it almost every day. So our concept is to phase out nuclear 
weapons, not to build space weapons, not to spend trillions of rubles or dollars, 

or whatever. The American concept of security is to build new weapons, space 
weapons, and at the same time there is work on the MX missiles, on the Trident II 
missiles; they are building more cruise missiles, they have been testing them all 
along in Canada and other places. There is great emphasis on new weapons, with 
the Midgetman and so on and so forth. In other words, we are faced with two radically 
opposed concepts of security. How do we overcome this contradiction, is there a 
mechanism, is there a body apart from the Geneva arms control talks to bridge gaps, 
to make our differences less obvious, less glaring? ' 


[Bogdanov] Oh, :... I believe that you have just mentioned all the points which 
are dividing us with the American concept of security, and in connection with that 
let me say something about our basics. Numbering one is military field, and in this 
military field how we perceive how it should be. So we have some very important 
points, that's my answer to your question. Points, the points which take into 
consideration the worries of the other (?side), (?by the way), it's not unilateral 
Soviet remedy. No, we take ints consideration what the West is worrying about. 


For instance, the point number one is our suggestion that we should refuse to go 
into nuclear war as a means of solving problems between states. Not only nuclear 
(?7issues) but conventional too. It means that dealing with the nuclear arms we 
suggest to deal with the conventional arms in the way we are dealing with the 
nuclear arms. So it means that we are also for reducing them, not building up. 
We don't want dealing with nuclear arms to bring the arms race inte the other 
(?field, conventional). No. We would like to deal together with both. 


Number two, and that is very important, you know, ban on deployment of arms in 
(?the) space, cosmic striking arms, and at the same time moratorium on the test 

of all nuclear weapons, with the liquidation of them at the later stage. Then, 
then, the destruction of chemical weapons -- I mean principled ban on all means 

of massive destruction of people. If you look at that, you know, you will see 

that it covers the whole range of the ominous, you know, problems we have to face. 
Then we say that we at the same time we should strictly g into decreasing military 
potential of all the states under very strict control by all means. 


[Kuznetsov] National, international and on site. 


Bogdanov] Oh, yes, and on-site inspection. So you have a very, very efficient com 
ination of control. And then you (7?dissolve) ail the military [word indistinct] and 
then you start (?proportionally) decrease your military budget. And no I believe we 
should come to the political field of our basics, which are very closely connected to 


the military. 
[Kuznetsov] Yes, I agree. Dr Plekhanov. 


[Plekhanov] Well, I'd like to comment o what Dr Bogdanov has just said. He mentioned 
the decrease of military budgets. Our listeners should not get the impression that we 
think that it's the last (?0n the point). I mean, this thing could be put in the fore- 


front. 








[Bogdanov] Oh, yes, of course. 


[Plekhanov] We don't mean that it's just a postponement of the (?alliances). 


[Bogdanov] No, no, not at all, not at all. 


[Plekhanov] Well, let's (?answer) the political area. It is, I think, a very impor- 
tant point which was made in the report by Comrade Gorbachev that this is a world which 
is undergoing rapid and dynamic changes. And there is a number of (?actors) in the 
international scene, I mean the governments, the states [words indistinct]. The number 
of (?actors is decreasing and so) this is a world system in which the politics based 

on -- the policies based on force will have less and less room. This is a world where 
one should get what it wants by means of accommodation, negotiations with the other, 
taking into account the legitimate interests of other states. This is a world, as 

Mr Gorbachev has emphasized, which is getting too small and too fragile for policies 
pased on force. And therefore, the new intemational security system which we would 
like to see built on this planet involves very strict observance of the principle of 
respect of each nation to choose the ways and forms of its development. No one should 
impose its own blueprints and its own will on other states. 


Another important point is fair political settlement of international crises and 
regional conflicts. It's very important to pay attention to what's going on in various 
regions of the world and those regional conflicts which go on in various parts of the 
world. They are very bad for international security. We are all for finding adequate 
and fair political solutions not solutions imposed from the outside but solutions which 


are based on the local interests, (?laws). 


[Kuznetsov] Yes, this is important because the Americans -- Washington -- says that to 
make any p-vgress in arms control we have to solve regional crises first, kind of mak- 
ing it conditional on arms control. I mean, either we solve or there is no progress in 


arms control. I mean, do you agree with this? 


[Plekhanov] Well, in the first place I don't see why work can't be carried out in both 
areas, proceeding with arms control and proceeding with the solution of regional... 


[Kuznetsov interrupting] ...without any conditions. 


[Plekhanov] ...conflicts. Yes, without any conditions whatsoever. And in fact I 
think it could be turned the other way round. Without arms limitations, without 
measures to do something in the military area, the solution of regional conflicts 
becomes more difficult because there are far too many arms in the world. 


[Kuznetsov] There are certain areas in which we see eye to eye with the United States. 
For example, the United States Administration agrees and has gone on record as saying 
that there can be no winner in a nuclear war. We fully agree with the statement but 
still there are wide differences. 


[Plekhanov] There is another point on which theoretically we agree and that is the 
danger of terrorism. Comrade Gorbachev emphasized that we consider terrorism a very 
dangerous phenomenon and that measures, international measures, should be taken to 
combat terrorism because this is very important. But the problem is, that declarations 
may sound similar, but when you go into the way those declarations are or are not being 
implemented, that's where you see the difference. 
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[Kuznetsov] As President Reagan said, if you want peace prepare for war. 


{[Bogdanov] Yes,and we have another area of basics, you know, like economical, like 
humanitarian. We have no time to (?deliberate) on that but I also hope that we will 
have time. But I just would like to emphasize it's a comprehensive problem including 
economical and humanitarian problems and if you adopt basics you may come to the con- 
clusion that it's a very good base for a dialogue betweer. all the states and first of 
all members of the Security Council. Why? Because the responsibility for the security 
lies with the members of the Security Council. Not becuse that is their privilege, 
that is their responsibility. Then it is suggested in the report, very rightly, that 
why not five permanent members of the Security Council inay not yet together to discuss 
all the human, world problems within the frames of that basic. I think it sounds very, 


very, very convincing and very promising. 


{Kuznetsov] My last question to you, Dr Bogdanov. How do you see -- what is your 
impression of the Soviet concept of security? Do you believe that it can be realized, 
implemented, given certain differences and at times very wide differences with the 


United States? 


[Bogdanov] You know, basically, unfortunately, I am a pessimist in the field of the 
present state of the Soviet-American relations but in this particular case I am more 
optimistic. You know why? Because all those basics are so appealing, so realistic 
that after all, Pavel, you know, nobody expected that they will be immediately accepted 
by USA, by the other countries. It'‘s very good food for thinking, you know. It's a 
process. It may take some years or decade or so, but [ believe that common sense -- 
and the American people is very famous for the common sense, you know that -- the 
common sense will prevail and the basics in one way or the other will become a 
universal, you know, ‘orm of cooperation and interaction between states. That's my 


belief. 


[Kuznetsov] Thank you, Dr Bogdanov, thank you, Dr Plekhanov. This is "Top Priority". 
I am Pavel Kuznetsov, your host. Please join us a week from now for another edition of 
“Top Priority" from the North American service of Radio Moscow, 
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SOVIET PAPER CONTRASTS USSR, U.S. ARMS CURB STANCE 
PM201004 Moscow SOVETSKAYA ROSSIYA in Russian 20 Mar 86 First Edition p 1 
[Spartak Beglov “International Review": "Position of Reason and Conscience") 


[Excerpt] In the 27th CPSU Congress documents the Soviet approach to the security 
problem is raised to a new level of realism taking into consideration the requirements 
of a modern worlhd ebounding with dangers end contradictions. By virtue of the dialec- 
tical law on the unity and struggle of opposites, the world has become an interconnected 
and largely integrated system. As for the nuclear danger, it has equated states in one 
respect, irrespective of the differences between them: In a big war nobody can stand to 
one side or benefit from other people's misfortune. If we are talking about the USSR 
and the United States, security can only be reciprocal, whereas for the world as a 
whole it can only be universal. Lack of security for one means insecurity for all. 

And this means that not only nuclear war but also preparations for one -- that is, the 
arms race and an aspiration for military superiority -- cannot objectively provide 
political benefits for anybody. Thus, safeguarding security is increasingly a 
political task which can only be carried out by political means. 


Has this voice of reason reached the centers of political power in the West? 


Last Wednesday the White House again disappointed the public. The U.S. position on the 
question of nuclear tests, it noted, has not changed, since the United States continues 
to gamble on nuclear weapons as “an important element of deterrence for the foreseeable 
future.” However the very next day the world turned its gaze toward the capitals of 
the two powers with new hope. The CPSU Central Committee general secretary's reply to 
the eppeal from the leaders of six countries -- Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, 
Sweden, and Tanzania -- who urged Moscow and Washington to refrain from nuclear tests 
until the projected Soviet-U.S. sumnit meeting is held, was made public. Although the 
8th month of the unilateral Soviet moratorium has passed without a reciprocal step by 
the other side, the Soviet reaction to the appeal from the "six" was nevertheless 
constructive: The Soviet Union will not conduct nuclear explosions even after 31 March-- 
until the first nuclear explosion by the United States. 


But what about Washington? A new deceptive maneuver was forthcoming, involving 
a “counterproposal" on the technical form of the procedure for on-site 
verification [proverka] and a repitition of the invitation to send observers 
from the USSR to nuclear tests in the United States. 
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Imperial arrogance and a course aimed at undermining peoples’ sovereignty is the only 
way you can describe the program for direct U.S. interference in the affairs of 
Nicaragua and other states spelled cut in President Reagan's 16 March television 
address and other statements by him on this subject. 


A few days earlier we heard a U.S. Government demand for a reduction in the number of 
personnel of the permanent representations of the USSR and a number of other UN members 
at the New York headquarters of this international organization. In other words, yet 
another attempt has been made to dictate its will to the world community. 


So what remains of the statements which the U.S. President made at the November summit 
concerning his readiness to make a real contribution to the cause of ending the arms 
race and averting a neclear war? It is clear to everybody that the fate of the next 
Soviet-U.S. summit meeting dezeais to a considerable extent on the answer to this 


question. 


When, 4 months after Geneva, the U.S. President starts to tell his compatriots with 
renewed force that the fate of every stage in negotiations with the USSR is determined 
by a new addition to U.S. military strength, reality and illusion enter into sharp 
contradiction with each other. To put it figuratively, a single escalator cannot 
operate in opposite directions -- up and down -- at the same time. 


News has come in from the United States that public debates on the theme "A Strong 
National Defense and Arms Reduction: Are They Compatible?” were held at Harvard Univer- 
sity’s J.F. Kennedy School last Friday. U.S. Defense Secretary C. Weinberger's speech 
was again in the vein of "the logic of the absurd": In order to promote the cause of 
arms reduction... it is necessary to continue to arm(!). Senator Edward Kennedy 
rejected these assertions, including the fairytale that the USSR returned to the 
negotiating table only because the United States “has become strong.” In practice it 
was precisély the U.S. Administration that was compelled to agree to this under the 
pressure of circumstances and public opinion in the United States and other countries. 
The senator showed on the basis of facts that the USSR has found the requisite response 
whenever the American side has opted for a new spiral of the arms race. The same will 
also happen with SDI. This program will lead to futile expenditures of money and 


resources. 


"Even now, of course," M.S. Gorbachev noted in his speech at the final session of the 
congress, “aggressive forces would prefer to freeze in and perpetuate confrontation. 

But what are we to do, comrades? Slam the door? It cannot be ruled out that this is 
precisely what we are being encouraged to do. But we are will aware of our responsi» 
bility for the fate of the country and the fate of peace. Therefore we do not intend 
to pander to those who would like mankind to live with the nuclear threat and the arms 


race.” 


The only choice which is acceptable for mankind has in fact been made already by the 
reason and conscience of all people of good will. It has been powerfully reinforced by 
the foreign policy strategy proclaimed by the 27th CPSU Congress on behalf of our 
entire 278 million-strong people. And the future lies with this policy. 
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USSR CRITICIZES ALLEGATIONS OF TREATY YIOLATiONS 
PM201034 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 19 Mar 86 Second Edition p 3 


[Article by Colonel of the Reserve V. Chernyshev, candidate of technical sciences: 
"In a Web of Lies") 


[Text] It has already become an established custom in Washington that, as soon as 
Congress starts dehating the latest military budget, the decrepit scarecrow of the 
"Soviet military threat" is taken out of storage and dusted off, any tears are urgently 
patched up, and it is paraded at the head of a new attempt to wring out some cash for 
yet another round of the arms race. 


This method was estabiished way back by the late lamented John Foster Dulles. He was 
the author of the scenario to be followed when pushing through militarist plans: “In 
order to force the country to carry the burden linked with maintaining a large mili- 
tary machine,” he wrote in the book "War, Peace, and Change," "it is necessary to 
create an emotional situation equivalent to a war mentality. It is necessary to paint 
a picture of an external threat.... This demands the development of an ideology of 

a hero-nation and a villain-nation to the highest possible degree, and also the 
cultivation of readiness for sacrifice among the population.” The incumbent U.S, Ad- 
ministration has, so to speak, “refined” this scenairo, Forgeries are now made not 
only when a new military budget is awaiting approval; the web of lies which, ac- 
cording to the Dulles recipe, is meant to create an “emotional situation” is being 
spun continuously, Reports, brochures, and “studies” are produced one after the other 
on the side of the ocean, The U.S. Administration is making considerable efforts to 
accuse the Soviet Union of allegedly violating the treaties and agreements it has : 


signed, 


The question is: Why are these mountains of lies piling up? The goals that are pur- 
sued are different: To diminish the significance of Soviet peace initiatives and 
simultaneously to whitewash the U.S. leadership's plans and deeds which are dangerous 
for mankind; to shift onto the USSR the blame for its own actions which undermine 
treaties and agreements; to coverup and even to justify the repudiation of accords which 
hinder Washington; and to prevent any constructive agreements between the USSR and 

the United States on curbing the arms race and improving the international situation, 


It is typical that the slanderous campaigns in this direction center primarily on 
those treaty and agreement provisions which hinder most of all the implementation of 
U.S. military programs. For example, there is talk about some kind of “violations” 
by the Soviet Union of the ABM Treaty and the SALT II Treaty. Counting on people who 
are uninformed about the real state of affairs and are unfamiliar with the content of 
these treaties, official Washington does not even bother about the elementary logic 


of ite own fabrications, 
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It is claimed, for example, tnat the USSR is implerenting its own ABM program, that it 
is “ahead of" the United States in this sphere, and that it is possibly even pre- 
paring an ABM system for the country's territory.” And that the U.S. “star wars pro- 
gram is nothing but a “response” to the Soviet work, Yet, when the White House ad- 
vanced the “star wars" program 3 years ago, it was presented in a completely different 
fashion, asa new means which would supposedly render nuc lear weapons “powerless and 
obsolete.” It is not withwt reason that the Western mass news media immediately 
described the current “interpretation” as an "insult" to the authors of the U.S. pro- 
gran. The U.S. attempts to convince the world public that the USSR is supposedly con- 
ducting work on a “star wars" program, the British newspaper THE GUARDIAN wrote, con- 
tradict earlier statements by President Reagan, who presented his SDI plans as ‘a 
potential means of deliverance” from the threat of nuclear war. 


Nor does the thesis about the Soviet Union being “ahead of" the United States stand 

up to any close examination. After all, the White House chief repeatedly promised to 
“share SDI technology” with the USSR. There is obviously something to be "shared." 
Yet, quite recently, speaking on nationwide television, the President openly declared 
in connection with U.S. space weapons: "We must translate our advantage at laboratory 
level into an advantage in specific weapons.” All this goes to confirm yet again that 
it is the United States and not the USSR that is aiming to undermine the ABM Treaty 

by developing [razrabatyvaya] a large-scale ABM system with space-based components. 


The situation is no better as regards the claims by U.S. Administration spokesmen 
that the USSR is allegedly developing [razrabatyvat] laser weapons. In connectiva 
with these fabrications, U.S. specialists recall that in March 1977 J. Carter, who 
was president at the time, at the clumsy prompting of the Pentagon accused the USSR 
of attempts to “blind” U.S. early warning satellites by using lasers. The Pentagon 
was subsequently forced to admit that soldering work on a major pipeline, which was 
taking place in the USSR, had been mistaken for “attempts to blind.” 


But the present U.S. Administration has learned nothing from this lesson. At times 
Washington finds itself in an awkward situation in its desire to “accuse” the Soviet 
Union. For example, in the latest report on "violations" of international commitments 
by the Soviet Union which was sent to the U.S. Congress in December 1985, the adminis- 
tration “made a revelation": "Only the USSR has an operational AM system." And yet 
the existence of the ABM system deployed around Moscow is strictly in line with the 
ABM Treaty. Let us recall that systems with similar potential exist also in the 
United States, which is also in line with the treaty. 


The “facts” cited in Washington's reports and studies are clearly meant for those 

who have never even looked at the text of the Soviet-American treaty. It was not 
without reason that Senator D. Bumpers, addressing the Senate recently, complained 
about the administration's so-called “reports” on the observance of agreements. A 
lack of information which creates confusion in Congress and throughout the country -- 
this is how he described the U.S. Government “reports.” In his speech, the senator 
cited an example offering vivid evidence of the unscrupulousness of the administra- 
tion, which is concealing the real state of affairs not only from the public but also 
from Congress. U.S. Secretary of Defense Weinberger, presenting the deployment of the 
SS-25 ICBM (Soviet codename RS-12M) in the USSR as a violation of the SALT II Treaty, 
"does not tell us that the Russians are dismantling older missiles in order not to 
exceed the ceilings set by the treaty," D. Bumpers concluded. For our party, let us 
add that in actual fact this is not a new but a modernized missile and that its speci- 
fications are fully in line with the relevant provisions of SALT II. 
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Incidentally, the White House has gotten inio a real mess as a result of its claims 
about alleged violations of SALT II provisions by the Soviet Union. And at least 
twice, at that. Let us recall that initially, in late 1985, the U.S. representative 
on the Permanent Consultative Commission, which was officially set up by the sides 
for verification [proverka] of the observance of agreements that have been concluded, 
confirmed in the U.S. Congress that the USSR honors the commitments it has made. Later 
on, in February 1986, in the report “The Military Position of the United States” 
which they submitted to Congress, the Joint Chiefs of Staff cited “evaluations by 
intelligence organs" indicating that the Soviet Union fully honors its commitments. 
"It would be grave irresponsibility on the part o/ the administration,” THE NEW YORK 
TIMES wrote in this connection, “to officially accuse the Soviet Union of violating 
the quantitative ceilings imposed by SALT II.” 


The originators of all kinds of insinuations in the U.S. leadership are charpions of the 
interests of those circles which obstruct the full application of treaties und agreements 
previously signed by the United States. Actually, they make no secret of their aspira- 
tions. "We must examine the possibility of a real breakdown of the ABM Treaty," Wein- 
berger declared. His assistant Perle also called openly for the SALT II Treaty to be 
“discarded as unnecessary for America." 


This policy is dangerous for the entire world. Today mutual relations between the USSR 
and the United States will depend largely on whether the posit‘!ve elements achieved in 
the seventies will be successfully preserved. The Soviet Union does not pursue military 
superiority, and it has no incentive to repudiate or violate accords elaborated on the 
basis of equality and identical security. It is official Washington that continues to 
seek ways to achieve military superiority over the USSR. A reminder must be issued once 
more: The Soviet Unionis in a position to make an adequate response to any challenge 
that people want to make. And if we are forced to, the response will be made. 
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PRAVDA REPORTS NEWS CONFERENCE ON NUCLEAR ISSUES . 
PM201114 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 20 Mar 86 First Edition p 4 


[TASS report: "To Terminate Nuclear Tests") 


[Text] A briefing for Soviet and foreign journalists on current issues of inter- 
national relations was held at the USSR Foreign Ministry Press Center on 18 March. 


It was noted at the briefing that statements by many statesmen and politicians from 
various countries testify that the Soviet initiatives set out in M.S. Gorbachev's 

15 January statement and in the CPSU Central Committee Political Report to the 27th CPSU 
Congress meet with the support of the broad international public. Statements by 
official spokesmen from the United States and its NATO allies are in evident discord 
with this. As hefore, leaders of Western powers, and primarily of the United States, 
are concentrating thei. efforts on seeking not ways to reach accords but arguments 
justifying the rejection of accords, 


A few days ago the Soviet Union declared its readiness to refrain from nuclear tests 
even after 31 March -- until the first nuclear test in the United States -- and 
called for the start of talks on a comprehensive ban on nuclear weapon tests, 


And yet the U.S. President, in a recent statement, not only continued to insist 
that nuclear tests must be conducted, but even proposed to legalize them by the 
presence of Soviet representatives. 


It is well known that the Central Committee Political Report to the party congress put 
forth the concept of an all-embracing system of international security. Confirmation 
of the needfor joint efforts in the quest for ways to solve regional conflicts is 

an integral part of this concept. 


The U.S. leadership reacted quite strangely to the submission of the Soviet concept 

of security. A few days ago the U.S. President sect to Congress a special message 

on questions of regional security in which he again attempted to find a moral justifi- 
cation and provide some kind of theoretical basis for the policy of unceremonious 
interference in the affairs of soverign countries and peoples. Nor did the U.S. 
President refrain from crude anti-Soviet attacks, camouflaging the policy of state 
terrorism and “neoglobalism" implemented by Washington. 


A request was made for comment on the statement made by Britain's prime minister in 
Parliament to the effect that the Soviet proposals on medium-range missiles would 
supposedly mean that “a certain number of missiles will be transferred to the Far 
Rast" and that these missiles -- or so it was claimed -- “can of course be 


redep loyed." 
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This statement makes it evident, the USSR Foreign Ministry spokesman noted, that 
people in the West continue to make attempts to distort the essence of Soviet 
proposals. The January statement by the general secretary of the CPSU Centra! 
Comittee says perfectly clearly that we are in favor of the complete elimination 
of USSR and U.S. medium-range missiles in the European zone, both ballistic and 
cruise missiles, as a first step along the path of freeing Europe from nuclear 
weapons. Attempting to complicate the reaching of agreement, London is artifically 
raising questions of the military balance in Asia, whose practical solution is 
envisaged by the Soviet program at the appropriate stage. Thus, matters are being 
held up not by the Soviet stance but by the lack of political will on the part 

of the leaders of a number of Western countries to take the path of nuclear 


disarmament. 
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USSR'S ZAMYATIN VIEWS RESULTS OF REAGAN-GORBACHEV MEETING 
Moscow MOSCOW NEWS in English No 1, Jan 86 pp 3, 5 


[Article by Leonid Zamyatin] 


[Text] The meeting between Mikhail Gorbachov, General Secretary of the CPSU 
General Committee, and Ronald Reagan, President of the USA, in Geneva, the 
first Soviet-US summit in more than six years, was, of course, the biggest 
political event in the international life of 1985. 


What was the need for the summit and what goals did the USSR pursue when 
it went to it? 








THE PRESERVATION 
OF CIVILIZATION 
AND LIFE ITSELF 


IS AT STAKE 

The internationc! relations of to 
day are at a special, crucial stage of 
development when humanity is con 
fronted with a chore between survi 
val or nuclear annihilation The 
Gcaree of unpredictability of events is 
growing as a result of the continuing 
arms race The possibility of the 
militarization of outer space signifies 
a qualitatively new stage in the arms 
race, which would inevitably tead to 
the disappearance of the very concept 
of strategic stability, the basis of 
a preservation of peace in the nucicar 
ane The world has arrived at a place 
where cspecially responsible dec 
sions are necessary, when inaction of 
a delay im activities are criminal, 
because the preservation of ciyiliza 
tion and life itectf is at stake 

In these conditions the Soviet 
leadership deems it necessary to do 
everything possible to stop the 
vicious spiral of the arms race. to 
alter the turn of events for the better 
and not to let the forces of militariom 
and agercesion eft the upper hand 
The April 1985 Picnary Mecting of the 
CPSU Central Gommiftee has precd 
for iteclf the tak an: all rownd 
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broadening of the USSR s peace 
lowing fracign policy, a much as 
possible im terms of imternationa 
relations lt can be Gaid that we have 
decided to concentrate our attention 
on a constructive direction, on the 
scarch for the road to a beticr, more 
peaceful world When implementing 
this idea. our country builds its 
foreign policy on a ramified baci. 
striving to interact with the broadest 
possible range of countries in the 
interests of peace Only the efforts of 
all countries — both big and smal! 
can help the world catricate ttertl 
from the morass of dangerrouws ten 
srons 

Neither can we ignore the fact that 
there are countrics in todays world 
which due to their military econo 
mic screntific and techn al capability 
and international weight. bear a 
special responsibility for the nature 
course and consequences of world 
wide development The USSR and the 
USA bear this reeponsibility more 
than anyone eclee The UN Charter 
also imposes on them thee reeponerty 
lity The two countrice special 
responsibility and the compleuty of 
the inremnational situation comvinced 
ws on the eve of Geneva that a direct 
talk with the US president was 
necessary 








Hhussons om relation to the present US 
administration’ policy because it 
realieed very well how great the 
mm litarizatron of the economy and the 


structive approach 
Questions of peace and sccurity 
been agreed upon with the fraternal 


t© procrastinate and invent al! sorts 


of cucuscs that sownd Wie warious 
peace proposals The atemmephere of 
Sevict US retateems and to some 
extent the mternateonal Hehavecen of 
the USA. started to changer weder the 
mflecnce of three factors and we 
could not but take this inte account 
when comsidcring the question of 
a poswbic sume’ mecting 
ltowever the marn thong is that the 
Soviet leadcrehip Geciécd on favour of 
the surmenit because, a always. it docs 
not think that it has the right to 
ignore even the slightest chance to 
change the developments 
in the world, realizing that f a direct 
and frank dialoguc 1s not started now 
then tomorrow # will be ewen mech 
harder and maybe even too tate 
We took inte accewnt the opimons 
of our frends and alles the positions 
of governments and the public im 
many cowntrics and thew persistent 


apycals to the LISSR to do cworythene 
posible that the sumenit wewld tx 
beid Recaliving bow many bopes a! 
ewer the world were home pieerd on 
thee meetone the Sowert teadcrehep 
Clicarty rcalired alee that the aatrons 
m all the cowntrics are im favour of 
peace and sgere not only te preserve 
peace. bet alee to wmprewe the 
ituateen and acteewe real chanercs mm 
the streggic te ond the arene race The 
Sevect Wwaderelep proceeded firmly 
frqm the premier that the talks 
theuld te centred around the qurs 
thems whah GQetermine Sewrrt US 
retatroms and the entore situation mm 
the world . the questions of eccurrty 
We went te the Coecva semen aed 
prepared tor tt deemong if eecessary 
te try and change .byw fer: of 
argements by torce of caampic and 
by feree of compen semer - the 
danegrreew: developmen ts 


Direct and Clear Conversation 


Pven before the meeting the USSR 
did cverything possible to lay the 
foundations of mutual wndcr standing 
and to improve the political a 
mosphere The USSR clearly showed 
by its disarmament imitiatiwes, what 
it * workeng for im the world arena 
and what it propescs to the USA and 
ite allies The question of war and 
peace. of arms limitations became the 
main qucttion. the mainstay of the 
Geneva talks The Americans failed to 
reduce the talks to a discussion of 
scoond hand matters 

The talks were sharp and ext remety 
frank The USSR s aseceement of the 
world situation was caplarned to the 
11'S president I was stresecd that ther 
objective course of the world proores 
has put the questions of war peace 
and survival in. the centre of world 
politics 1 was salen stressed that the 
auity of the moment did not heave 
the teaders ef the USSR and the 115A 
the natrons of the TISSR and the 115A 
any other alternative bet te learn the 
great secnce of lwong teecther The 
qucttion «© ofwrows ~ we mel rie 
ahewe oer farrow imtcreste and 
realiee our commen respenmetylety om 
the face of the danecr which 
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heommnme over Peer rrr nmety om the 
threshold of the therd reall erem 

Im spete of all the differ emcees om the 
approaches and aseescememts Prevt hy the 
1'SSR and the ('SA have ene comemen 
thing that cowld serve as a poont of 
departere on the way te emprewrng 
Sewert 1S relates — re the realira 
tron that gpechoar war cant he allowed 
te happen, that meta t be waged 
and that there wen t be ony wrnmers 
Ht fotlews from thie that the preotlom 
of scowrity « the central pretiom m 
the relatrons betwee 9 oor two coun 
trees at the present of ame 

t was develared ome agen im 
Goneva that the LISSE i fet aeperine 
for sor will © werk te achecw 
military superrerity ower the USA At 
the carne tem we well newer albow the 
LSA te achiewe eeletary caperrerity 
over wt Mithadl Gorharhew cod 
outreeht that wes heeh theme beth 
countries got weed te efratcen parity 
as 4 more nateral state mm Sewert US 
relatrons We met work te hewer the 
level of thre parity ty commen effort 
ic to emplemmen realiete me aeures 
for a mutual redaction of wartear 
ar rvs 








The SDI Barrier 


Anether tendamcetat com beteon 
which very topecal alee gow. alter 
Geneva - ecitther the USA sor the 
USSR must do anything that would 
bet the arom race penetrate ew areas 
specifscatly outer space Im the course 
of the talks with the US president our 
atttede to his Strategie Dctener 
Inetiatrve was cuplarned and pro 
found arguments were grven which 
should beip the US icaécrship to 
realiee all the ruinous natere of the 
“Star wars’ programme The SIM i 
the mam obstacle im the way to 
a tadical reduction of mucicar a om 

As © well known, the USSR had 
made practical proposals cartier. at 
the Sewlet US talks on sucicar and 
space weapons beng held im Ceneva. 
saying that we are prepared for 
a radical reduction of muctear weap 
oms, if the arms race ir space is firmly 
avorded Granted this condition the 
USSR is prepared to carry on the first 
Stage on the basis of 2 SO per cent cut 


m eucicar weapens and later om 
@rawing the other cuckcot powrrs 
mmte the process to comtenuc radical 
re@uctroms and compicte cradscatinm 
of auctcar wcapoms 

What can be card aboot thet now’ 
the USA well fend the well and the 
resetytr nm to recemudcr ancw all the 
rumous comecgucncrs of the ‘star 


wart programme, then the road will 
be open for a comstructrve sobetien of 
the protic of mitcraational w& 
curvty an 1 endene the aren race The 
comestent etreagthonmng of mutual 
confidence and a grecral mmprove 
ment of the poltxal stmopiere 
would become peestle om this haves 
The differences bet wren the (SSR 
and the 115A will of course, romam 
Bot # meet be made w thal they 
would sot go bevend permicstic 
bownds and tead to a military 
confrontation tLct cach of the social 
systems prowe its advantages by force 
of caampic The USSR «all for that 


Regional Problems 


the presedent wat teld mm Lanews 
thet mech om the dewelopenent of the 
USSR USA relations depends on how 
charly cach of the wee reabires 
teday* world realities and tates 
them inte accownt when shaping its 
poticy The world of today i a very 
moth y catety of severesgn countries 
ant satrene whe hawe thelr own 
terest: thee own asperatrons pots 
cv. tradetiens and dreams Fach 
nateon has a natural Gcerre to cacrcre 
its sewereren reehts om the potrtecal 
crooner and social fields Tyee 
rights showld be reapected 

The world «@ not anvhedys do 
main and we reject such an approach 

In promciple, we are not against 
discuss with the USA theee oF 
other regronal problems with the aum 
of seckone ways towards ectthng 
them Mibkhar!l Gorhachew and Ronald 
Reagan aereed te cactt jount efforts m 
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thi Coreetiem Rat we wewer tere of 
streswne that af! that eneet fe dene 
withawt emterferemce om the mmternal 


ations of otter Gates This the 
coorner of our tne 
Such «4. mm brief, the concept of 


Sewret US relations which had been 
cuplained to the US president The 
Sewet leadership and the was 
siresecd m the talke with the US 
president, has the political will to 
work on thie haste on solving the 
accumulated proteems and on remo 
ving the otetactes that have formed in 
the Severt US relations Bat thes work 
meet tbe dene by pnt efforts 
Mithall Gorhachew told Ronald 
Reagan that (t would be a grave error 
not to capitalier on the chance that 
hat appeared to start sormaliring 
Sevit US relations which would 
™an an improvement of the world 
etuatren on the wheolc 











Are the Americans Prepared To Make Major Decisions for Peace? 


The trek to the Geneva dialogue 
was both long and hard. It is enough 
to recall the sizzling anti-Soviet 
rhetoric and the “power” activities of 

the present administration when it 
took office in the early 80s. But even 
lately, mighty political forces have 
continued, as before, to do everything | 
so as, if not to torpedo the mecting 
altogether, then at least to reduce its 
significance and emaciate its con- 
tents. 

Geneva has shown that the US side 
is as yet not prepared to make any 
major decisions. The reluctance of the 
US leadership to renounce its “star 
wars” programme made it impossible 
to rcach in Geneva practical accords 
on real disarmament and, above all, 
on the central probicm of nuclear and 
space weapons. In the post-Geneva 
period the US military-industrial 
complcx is going all out to step up the 
implementation of the “star wars” 
programme. The USA's negative 


Where Accord Was Reached 


However, we are far from be 
littling the importance of the accords 
reached in Geneva, or the meeting's 
favourable results. The mecting was 
useful and necessary. Its results 
create opportunities to go on from 
the state of dangcrous confrontation 
to a constructive search for the | 
normalization of Soviet-US relations 
and for improving the world situation 
as a whole. 

The direct, clear-cut and concrete 
conversation and the opportunity to 
compare the positions was uscful. 
Too many explosive and grave pro 
blems have accumulated, which had 
to be considered, and an attempt had 
to be madc to start dealing with them 

The personal contact established 
between the Gencral Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee and the US | 
president was valuable. The dialogue 
between the highest teaders in our 
complex times is a stabilizing factor 
in itself 

Of fundamental importance was 
the understanding fixed in the joint 
Statement that nuclear war must 
never be unleashed, that there will be 
no winners, and the obligation of the 
USSR and the USA to conduct their 
rclations based on this knowlcdge, | 
and not to aspire for military 


stand concerning the moratorium on 

nucicar blasts and their continuation 

of nucicar weapons tests shows that 

the forces which are against a 
reaching of accords on arms qucs- 
tions, including such an_ urgent 
question as ending nucicar tests, are 
still strong within the US administra. 
tion. The USA should really pay heed 
to the demands of the world commu 

nity and join the USSR in announcing 
a moratorium on nuclear blasts The 
fact that this hasn't yet been done 
shows that there are no positive shifts 
to date in the USA towards curbing 
the nuclear arms race And the maticr 
of verification has nothing to do with 
this. If the USA agrees to reciprocate, 
the USSR has offered to agrec with it 
on some measures of on-the-spot 
verification so as to remove all 
possible doubts on the fulfilment of 
the moratorium This is a_ truly 
practical road towards a mutually 
acceptable settlement of the world's 
most important problem — disarma- 


superiority. Of course, the joint 
statement is not a treaty, but it is 
a fundamental, very much binding 
statement of the Icaders of both 
states, which has a logic of its own 
since it is recognized that a nuclear 
war cannot serve the achievements of 
any rational goals, then the stronger 
must be the stimulus for averting it, 
for ending R and D work on and 
testing of the means of mass annihila 
tion, and for the complete liquidation 
of the stockpiles of nuclear arms 
Even morc so, the opening up of new 
directions in the arms race must be 
avoided 


The two sides agreed to step up the 
fulfilment of the tasks posed in the 
joint Sovict-US statement of January 
1985, ie, to avert the arms race in 
space and end it on Earth, to limit and 
reduce nuciear arms and to strength 
en stratcgic stability The US stand 
and its conformity to this agreement 
must be expressed in practical propo 
sals at the forthcoming talks in 
Geneva in early January 


Further on, the USSR and the USA 
have clearly confirmed their obliga 
tion to promote the all-round raising 
of the cffectivencss of the non 
proliferation of nuclear arms accords, 
and jointly spoke in favour of a uni 
versal and complete banning and 
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ment 

The arms race is continuing be- 
cause of the stand taken by the USA 
and this cannot but cause anxicty 
among all nations. The US admi 
| mistration is still lured by the idca of 
| achicving military supcriority When 
| Starting the arms race in space they 
want to outdo us in clectronics and 
computers. In this context we said 
quite definitcly in Geneva that the 
‘USSR will find a reply to the 
deployment of space strike weapons 
And it will be an effective, adequatcly 
quick and less costly programme 
than the USA's. But we will resort to 
this only if the USA Icaves us no other 
choice. Qur choice is*star peace" and 
not “star wars’, we are against the 
nulitarization of space 

The USSR and the USA are still 
divided by major contradictions on 
a number of other fundamental 
questions of the world situation and 
of world devclopments in separate 
regions of the globe 


destroying of chemical weapons The 
accord on the promotion of — the 
soonest possible successful comple 
thon of the Stockholm conference also 
gocs far beyond the context of 
Sovict-US relations 


The mecting resulted in the ap 
pearance of a number of usctul 
agreements in many ficlds of bilateral 
USSR USA cooperation—on — ex 
changes in science, cducation and 
culture and on the resumption of the 
air flights between our two countrics 
These agreements can serve as a good 
basis for raising the confidence 
between our two nations, if, na 
turally, we shall treat carefully all 
that we have achieved and develop 


everything good that it contains, and 
not seck artificial pretexts to 
destroy it Cooperation must be con 
ducted on an equal footing without 
any sort of discrimination or precon 
ditions and without attempts to 
interfere in the internal affairs of the 
other side. This stand of the USSR is 
firm and consistent 


We must make special mention of 
the significance of the accord reached 
in Geneva on the continuation of the 
political contacts between the USSR 
and the USA, including those on 
a summit level 








What Will the Events Lead to? 


Peopic everywhere arc now won- 
dcring —- where will the events in 
Sovict-US relations and in the world 
as a whole Icad to after Geneva? One 
of the political results of the So- 
vict-US summit is that it has stepped 
up the interest of the world public in 
the most important international 
probicms. Wc in the USSR are glad of 
this mounting interest. It is an 
additional factor in achieving the 
development of events towards 
which all the globe's peace forces 
aspire 


We can also observe another 
process — the results of the Geneva 
summit have increased the activities 
in the West of the opponents of 
a normalization — the “super. 
hawks” —the adherents to the pre- 
servation and even toughening of 
the US administration's course in rela 
tion to the USSR and the socialist 
community as a whole. We, of course, 


sec this and take it into account. | 


Now we have to concentrate on 
scttling the most important questions 


that were not solved in Geneva 


Above all, it is necessary that the sides 


A Necessary Possibility 


should refrain from actions which 
would impedc the achicvement of 
future accords or crodc the cxisting 
limitations on the arms race This 
presupposes, in particular, an honest 
and precise abidcment by the ABM 
Treaty and also the further abide 
ment by both sides by the relevant 
provisions in the SALT 2 Treaty. And 
the main thing is to work for a real 
ending of the arms race and to begin 
to take practical steps on reducing the 
existing nucicar stockpiles 


The opportunity for that is here 
We may assume that some points of 
contact have become apparent in the 
positions of the USSR and the USA in 
the cardinal question. Truc, at pre 
sent our and US proposals on the 
reduction of nuclear arms differ in 
many respects. The US proposals are 
half-and-half in nature and are 
permeated to date by the aspiration 
to achieve military superiority for the 
USA and for NATO as a whole 
Nevertheless, we are of the opinion 
that solutions arc possible and we are 
prepared to scarch for them Na 
turally, if events develop in this 


direction, the questions of reliable 
verification would also be solved But 
it is absolutcly impcrative to block 
the way for weapons to oulcr space 
Radical reductions of nucicar weap- 
ons arc impossible without this 

We have a realistic chance today to 
abate dramatically the threat of 
a nucicar war and then to remove its 
possibility complictcly It would be 
a fatal crror not to capitalize on this 
chance We must hope that the things 
the US side said about the SDI in 
Geneva (and it advertised the SDI in 
all possible ways) is not the Ameri 
cans last word on it At the same time, 
it is clear that the very fact of the 
continuing talks must not serve as 
a justification and a screen for the 
arms race 


On the whole the USSR is propo 
sing an all cmbracing package of 
measures which block all the direc 
tions of the arms race The practical 
proposals on this, which we had made 
carlicr in Vienna, Geneva and Stock 
holm, retain their force and are 
tomplctcly up to date 


Soviet dcicgation at the Geneva 
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As Mikhail Gorbachov said, we 
have entered an exceptionally respon. 
sible period, when words, intentions 
and political statements must be 
translated into practical decisions and 
decds 

The Soviet side treats in carnest 
the accords reached in Geneva and 
will strive towards improving not 
only the general atmosphere but also 
the content of Sovict-US relations on 
the basis of mutual respect and 
complicte cquality without any kind 
of discrimination The USSR is 
prepared to work, in a spirit of 
honest interaction with the USA, to 
curb the arms race, to avert its spread 
to outer space, to improve the world 
situation. And we have a right to 
expect a similar approach by the USA 


The same as the activities of the 
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summit, our line after Geneva is also 
an embodiment of the Leninist peace 
loving forcign policy course of the 
USSR, the course on strengthening 
confidence among nations, on the 
development of constructive coopera. 
tion, and is a testimony of the USSR 's5 
constant scarch for the solution of 
even the most compicx problems by 
political means, by negotiation We 
are convinced that cooperation of 
people, nations, states with different 
social systems and idcologics is, as 
Mikhail Gorbachov said, quite possi 
bic and, today, also quite necessary 

In conducting this policy of prin 
cipic, and in the struggle for a durabic 
peace and cooperation between na 
tions, the USSR will continuc to 
interact closcly with its Warsaw 
Treaty allics and all countrics of 
socialist community 
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USSR'S LOMEYKO'S 20 MARCH PRESS BRIEFING REPORTED 


LD201620 Moscow TASS in English 1608 GMT 20 Mar 86 


[Text] Moscow March 20 TASS -- Soviet and foreign correspondents have been told at 
a briefing of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR here today that the parti- 
cipants in a regular meeting of the committee of the foreign ministers of the 

Warsaw Treaty member countries in Warsaw on March 19-20 fully supported the complex 
of major foreign policy actions of the USSR, outlined by Mikhail Gorbachev, general 
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, in his statement on January 15, 1986, and 
urged the NATO countries, primarily the USA, Britain and France, to show full 
responsibility in approaching the proposal on nuclear disarmament. 


Addressing the journalists, Vladimir Lomeyko, chief of the Press Department of the 
Soviet Foreign Ministry, said that the foreign ministers had expressed the hope 

that the forthcoming Soviet-American summit would concentrate on questions involved 
in reaching concrete agreement on cuts in nuclear armaments. The United States, 
naturally, should undertake not to supply its strategic and medium-range missiles to 
other countries and Britain and France not to build up their appropriate nuclear 


armaments. 


The participants in the meeting especially emphasized that the common interests of 

the European countries call for rejecting any programs and ideas for spreading the 
arms race to outer space. They pointed to the dangerous nature of plans for the 
so-called European Defense Initiative and other projects threatening to accelerate 

the arms race in the European Continent. Stress was made at the Warsaw meeting, the 
spokesman for the Soviet Foreign Ministry said, on the urgency of the issue of stop- 
ping nuclear testing as a top-priority practical measure that will appreciably improve 
the atmosphere ahead of the new Soviet-U.S. summit meeting. Attention was also 

called to the need for effective, including international, verification in all fields 
of arms limitation, arms reduction and disarmament, verification that should 
correspond to the scope and nature of the obligations assumed by the sides. 


When answering questions from journalists, the head of the Soviet Foreign Ministry's 
Press Department, said that the Federal Republic of Germany's involvement in the 

U.S. “star wars" program shows that the West German military-industrial complex wants 
a part in the arms race which it intends to extend to outer space. Any form of 
participation in the so-called Strategic Defense Initiative, he said, is dangerous 
for West Germany itself as well as for other European. nations and ultimately for 


the world in general. 
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Dwelling on the statement of the U.S. Department of Defense with the help of which 
it tried to justify the violation of the state frontier of the U.S.S.R. by U.S. 
naval ships with references to the right of peaceful passage: through the territorial 
waters of a country, Lomeyko emphasized that this provocative action had nothing 

in common with peaceful passage. It was nothing less than a wide-scale espionage 
operation against the U.S.S.R. which pursued the aim of collecting intelligence 

data about the Soviet Armed Forces. An official spokesman for the Washington 
administration told journalists in the Pentagon in this connection that the decision 
about the violation of the Soviet state frontier by the U.S. naval ships was a political 
decision taken at a markedly higher level than the commanders of those two ships. 

In other words, Lomeyko said, Washington's reaction confirms that the case in point 
was a pre-planned defiant provocation against the Soviet Union. 
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U.S.-USSR GENEVA TALKS 


SHEVARDNADZE ON J.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS DURING POLAND TRIP 
LD202117 Warsaw Television Service in Polish 1900 GMT 20 Mar 86 


[Interview with Foreign Affairs Minister Eduard Shevardnadze by correspondent 
Jerzy Wajszczuk on 20 March in Warsaw; questions and answers in Russian with 
superimposed Polish translation--recorded] 


[Excerpt] [Wajszczuk] Of particular importance to the contemporary world 
are Soviet-American relations. What can you say about the dialectis and 
specific character of these relations in current conditions? 


[Shevardnadze] First of all, I would like to say that Comrade Gorbachev stressed 
that we do not look at the contemporary world exclusively through Soviet-American 
relations. Every state, every nation has its own place under the sun and our stance 
takes into consideration the policy of each state and takes into consideration 

the differing characteristics of such states -- regions and continents. Soviet- 
American relations do, however, define to a significant degree and in some spheres 
decisively, the general climate of international relations. Unfortunately, 

recent years -- since the beginning of the eighties -- have not produced anything 
good for us. The U.S. Administration was to blame for the increasingly aggravated 
situation. And as everyone knows the Geneva meeting took place and it brought 
about specific results. But I would not say that a radical improvement of the 
international atmosphere has occurred. However, certain results were acheived. 
The concept of a Geneva spirit was formed, and this has some significance. 


[Wajszczuk]) How do current Soviet-American relations appear? 


[Shevardnadze] In Geneva Comrade Gorbachev and President Reagan agreed to a follow-up 
meeting, to a further stage of talks. We are taking preparations for this meeting 
very seriously, and all our notions and our concepts of this meeting were presented 

by Mikhail Gorbachev in his declaration of 15 January 1986. It contains our 
proposals for the liquidation of nuclear arms, for the solution of this problem 

in stages to the end of the current century. It also contains our proposals for 

the liquidation of all types of weapons of mass destruction. We also proposed, 

as we see it, a universal system of control and other imperative measures for the 
fulfillment of this programe. 


(Wajezczuk}] And one more question about internation] relations. Of particular 
importance to Europe is European security. What do you think about this? 
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[Shevardnadze] We all agree with this and I will also say that this is an 
important element, an important factor of world security in general-- 
precisely the case of Europe, of European security. The West also agrees 
with this verbally but when it comes to concrete actions, it turns out that 
our partners in the West are still not ready. 


Here I have concrete examples in mind. Recently we proposed the abolition 
of Soviet medium-range missiles--the so called SS-20's--and also the aboli- 
tion of U.S. missiles deployed in Europe, such as Pershing, cruise, and also 
tactical missiles. When we raise the subject during direct negotiations, 
for example during talks in Geneva, it appears thatour interlocutors are 
not prepared for that. As a matter of fact, to put it bluntly, they do not 
want to part with U.S. missiles. 
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it April 1986 


U.S.-USSR GENEVA TALKS 


USSR‘'S ILICHEV INTERVIEWED ON GORBACHEV ARMS PROPOSAL 
LD222111 Prague Domestic Service in Czech 1730 GMT 22 Feb 86 


(Text] Leonid Ilichev, deputy foreign minister of the USSR, was interviewed today 
by the correspondents of Czechoslovak radio and television. Stefan Babiak, our 
permanent correspondent in USSR, reports: 


We spoke with Leonid Ilichev in particular about the significance of the Soviet 
proposals contained in the declaration by Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee. When asked how Moscow assesses the stands of Western govern- 
ments to these proposals, Leonid Ilichev said: 


[Begin recording in Russian fading to Czech translation] I think the wide inter- 
national reaction to our proposals is a result of the principally new, far reaching 
realistic basis of the Soviet initiatives that show the way to the total eradication 
of mass destruction weapons and averting a nuclear catastrophe. The fate of mankind 
and the solution of its global problems depends on it. As for the stand of the 
Western governments, I would like to emphasize that this time they have not immediately 
rejected our initiatives as in the past. They are still studying our proposals and 
mutually consult their stands on them. We understand that it is necessary to study 
them carefully if they are to take a serious attitude to them. However, this process 
cannot be prolonged indefinitely. Time does not stand still. The mountain of 

weapons grows daily and international security diminishes accordingly. Therefore, the 
nations justifiably expect practical steps from the Western governments toward halting 
the arms race and improving the situation in the world. 


In particular, I would like to emphasize the issue of nuclear tests. The USSR has 
prolonged its moratorium on nuclear explosions until the end of March and, in this way, 
has given the United States extra time to think things over. It must be stressed how- 
ever that we cannot display unilateral restraint. 


The West used to complain about the problems of verification. Now we confirm in all 
seriousness that verification can be ensured at the necessary international level, 
including on-site inspection. What is necessary today in particular is the political 
will of the West to approach this step. [end recording] 


When asked how small and medium size countries can participate in implementing the 
proposals put forward by Mikhail Gorbachev, Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Leonid 
Ilichev said the plan for abolishing nuclear and chemical weapons and improving the 
international atmosphere is in harmony with the interests of all states of the world. 
There is no other sensible alternative way of development. We are realists and we 


28 











know that the new Soviet proposals require much effort to be implemented. What is 
above all necessary is to overcome the old way of thinking and substitute it with a new 
one that suits the needs of the nuclear era. It must not be based on stockpiling new 
weapons systems but on extending the cooperation of states, big and small, cutting 
military budgets, and using the saved funds for tackling ecological and other global 
problems. 


We understand the term reliable security as security for all states, Ilichev said. 
Therefore our new initatives are addressed to all, to big and small, socialist and 
capitalist countries. It is very important today that the small and medium-sized states 
realize how serious the current situation is and that they fully understand that a 
nuclear or chemical war will spare no one. On the other hand, preventing the threat of 
war, detente, expanding commercial, scientific-technical and cultural contacts is to 

the benefit of all states, including the small and medium sized ones because it 
increases their importance and authority. The USSR does not propose armament instead 

of progress, but disarmament in the interest of progress. That is our principle, and 
the small and medium size countries can play a considerable role in its reinforcement. 
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US-USSR GENEVA TALKS April 1986 


USSR*S VELIKOV INTERVIEWED ON GORBACHEV PROPOSAL 
Brussels LE SOIR in French 24 Jan 86 p 3 


(Report on interview with Yevgeniy Velikov, vice-president of the Soviet 
Academy of Sciences, by correspondent Francis Unwin: “Questions for Velikov, 
Gorbachev's adviser"; date and place of interview not given] 


[Text] Will the 16 INF euromissiles set up at Florennes cross the Atlantic 
again one day? We have not reached that point yet, but the Gorbachev plan 
has aroused some hopes. Especially since President Reagan, according to The 
Washington Post, will make a counterproposal next week aiming at reducing 

the number of Soviet and American INF in Europe. And Tindemanns himself, 
according to statements reported Thursday by DE MORGEN, is beginning to sense 
the way the wind is blowing. 


It is a coincidence (his visit to Brussels had been postponed because of the 
Belgian elections), but the presence among us of (Yerny) Velikov, 50 years 
old, vice-president of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, a laser specialist 

and scientific consultant to Gorbachev, who accompanied him to Paris and 
Geneva, made a rather good impression. Yesterday morning he was the guest of 
the Chamber's Foreign Affairs Committee, which also intends to receive General 
Abrahamsom, “director” of the SDI. 


Velikov was very logically subjected to a usual bombardment: eleven ques- 
tions for Karel van Miert alone, who appeared (but was he satisfied?) es- 
pecially anxious to understand Gorbachev's plan somewhat more clearly. At 
1600 hours, at the Soviet Embassy, buried under snow squalls almost like 
Moscow, there was a new press barrage at the end of which the correspondent 
of SOIR was allowed to call his own shots in a private interview. 


We will see that Velikov is a very artful dodger, no doubt even better than 
a diplomat, because he is above all a scientist and it is in this capacity 
that he moves among Gorbachev's close advisers. Moreover, he has a sense of 
humor. He declared in November to NEWSWEEK that there are two types of 
specialists in his field: “those who know everything about nothing and those 
who do not know anything at all. I combine these two talents." 
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(Question] Mr Velikov, the Gorbachev plan has aroused special hopes among 

the Europeans, because it could lead to the elimination of all the euromissiles 
in the west as well as in the east of our continent. Only we do not see 
clearly to what extent it is connected with the abandonment or the continua- 
tion of research on SDI, Mr Reagan's “space shield” project. 


[Answer] I do not know all the factors which are involved now. The entire 
disarmament process is closely connected with SDI. 


[Question] Yes, but in Paris, Gurbachev apparently conceded that the labora- 
tory research conducted by the Americans was acceptable. The text of his 
plan is less clear on that. 


[Answer] I do not want to speculate on that. It is already a question which 
depends on the negotiations in progress in Geneva. 


[Question] The Americans make a distinction between several stages of re- 
search: basic, exploratory development, advanced development, etc. You do 
not have anything against basic research? 


[Answer] No, but the objective cannot be to destroy the ABM Treaty which 
limits the response to intercontinental ballistic missile attacks. 


(Question] Reagan's SDI or Gorbachev's plan finally have the same ultimate 
objective; eliminating all nuclear weapons. 


[Answer] At first glance, that would seem to be the same thing. But the 
Gorbachev plan is direct, sure and safe. Mutual security is assured and even 
reinforced at each stage. Gorbachev said so in Geneva: it is not in our 
interest for the Americans to feel less secure than we. Whereas the SDI 
would make the world situation more dangerous at every stage. 


[Question] If, as the Soviets say, the SDI would never be an absolute shield, 
why do they give the impression of believing it so much? 


[Answer] It would blow the ABM Treaty to pieces. It would give the Ameri- 
cans a partial defense against missiles, while giving them the time to 
strengthen their nuclear attack system. But the Gorbachev plan will not be 
rejected, at the most, delayed for a while. 


[Question] And if it was rejected? 


[Answer] We would develop effective countermeasures against the SDI, which 
would be much less expensive than the SDI itself. 


[Question] Is it Ronald Reagan's turn to talk? 


[Answer] Yes, you should interview him. 
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JPRS-TAC-86-032 
il April 1986 


U.S.-USSR GENEVA TALKS 


EUROPEANS STILL CONCERNED ABOUT IMPLICATIONS OF ZERO OPTION 
Frankfurt FRANKFURTER ALLGEMEINE in German 11 Mar 86 p 2 


(Article by Jan Reifenberg: "After Gorbachev Proposal Once Again European 
Fear of "Disengagement': NATO Partners Urge Reagan to Be Cautious") 


[Text] Brussels, 10 Mar--Political and military strategists in NATO must 
weigh out the consequences implied by a U.S.-USSR agreement on the gradual 
elimination and destruction of the two superpowers’ medium-range missiles 
stationed in Europe. The United States’ chief negotiators in Geneva have 
reported to the NATO Council on the situation in the talks up to the 
conclusion of the fourth round. This ended with a cautiously positive 
assessment of the prospects for success on the issue of medium-range missiles 
by U.S. delegation leader Kampelman and with the acousation by his Soviet 
partner, Karpov, that Washington still owes a response to Gorbachev's 
disarmament proposal of 15 January. This was intended for public opinion. In 
the confidential realm of the Geneva negotiations, however, an initial and 
careful comparison of Gorbachev's proposals and Reagan's response of 26 
February has taken place. It now remains to be seen how the Kremlin 
leadership will respond to the American proposals, and in particular whether 
they will agree to the strict demand for credible inspection of the 
elimination and destruction of SS-20 positions in Europe and Asia or whether 
it will turn out to be the case that Gorbachev's proposals were basically only 
part of an ongoing psychological offensive designed to disengage Europe from 
the United States. For the time being, there is acceptance in NATO circles of 
the American view that the USSR can be taken at its word only if it is open to 
verification of the elimination of the medium-range missile threat aimed at 
Western Europe. Furthermore, it is necessary in the weeks and months ahead to 
find out whether an agreement in this area is really so important that he 
would separate it from the previous precondition concerning an agreement on 
future defensive arms in space. 


It is to the credit of the European NATO partners that Reagan broke away from 
from his initial positive response to Gorbachev's proposal in favor of a 
"globalization" of the medium-range missile issue. Objections by Japan (and 
China) to limiting a future agreement to Europe also made a difference in 
Washington during the formulation of the President's response of 26 January. 
NATO experts clearly understand that Reagan initially wanted--for political 
reasons, which have to do with his planned second summit with Gorbachev in the 
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United States--to take the party secretary at his word, without consideration 
of the overall strength of the SS-20 missiles. Behind this is the American 
realization, often expressed since the beginning of the counterarsazent 
Gecision, that the SS-20s do not directly threaten the United States, and that 
their positions are at any rate “covered” from there and from sea by American 
nuclear arms. In all fairness, it should not be forgotten that the stationing 
of the "Pershing II" missiles and of the cruise missiles in the FRG, Italy, 
Great Britain, Belgium and, beginning in 1988, in the Netherlands was a 
political decision intended to demonstrate the inseparable connection between 
the security of the United States and that of Europe. Wor should it be 
forgotten that the parallel proposals focusing on the "zero opticn"” were 
Supposed to help then-Chancellor Schmidt to make clear to his unruly party the 
necessity of counterarmament. Thus, the European fear of disengagement that 
is again becoming apparent since Gorbachev's proposal is not lacking in irony, 
even though it shows that it has in the mweantige become clear what the 
discontinuance of a strategically valid response to the SS-20s would mean for 
the defense of Western Europe. 


"Looking into the Soviets’ Kitchen" 


In the political and military headquarters of the alliance, there is 
special appreciation of the danger to which the European central front would 
be subjected if it were to remain exposed to a continued threat by Soviet 
short-range missiles like the SS-21 (with a range of up to 100 km), the SS-23 
(range of up to 360 km) and the SS-12/22 (with a range of nearly 1,000 kam). 
The danger is increased by the fact that these weapons can be equipped with 
highly modern conventional as well as nuclear and chemical warheads. From 
their positions in the GDR and Czechoslovakia, they cover almost all of 
Western Europe. From the standpoint of the NATO supreme commander, these are 
first-strike weapons of the type that Moscow refuses to allow the West to have 
in Europe. Indications by Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze that these 
short-range missiles could similarly be part of an agreement on the 
elimination of the SS-20 on the "European front" have thus far not been put 
into concrete terms at Geneva. And even if, in accordance with Reagan's idea, 
the stock of short-range and tactical weapons on both sides in Europe is 
"frozen," the question is still not resolved. 


For NATO strategists, the question of “coupling” remains of the highest 
priority: They are keeping in mind the fact that on the average the United 
States would be 4,000 km away from the closest NATO targets, while Soviet 
forces, after a withdrawal to behind its national borders, would be only 
around 600 km away. If the "Pershing II" and cruise missiles were to be 
stored in the United States, they would have to be brought back during a 
crisis, in which case there is the question of what political climate would 
then be prevalent in the countries of Western Europe. In the gmeantige, the 
USSR would have in its hands a considerable tool, in both political and 
military terms, for extorting Western Europe and would have cheaply gotten rid 
of an effective response to the SS-20. Moscow's willingness to allow 
inspections is certainly tempting--whereby it is unclear to what extent the 
Soviets, to use Khrushchev's expression, are ready to allow the West to "look 
into their kitchen." But then the question of the French and British national 
nuclear arms systems would remain open; it is certain that Moscow will pursue 
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their elimination as a second goal, in order to make the security of Western 
Europe even gore dependent on good behavior towards Moscow. 


This is why London and Paris are taking a hard look these days at what the 
consequences would be of a U.S.-USS8 agreement on the gradual elimination and 
destruction of the medium-range sissiles of the two superpowers in Europe for 
their own strategies. This because Gorbachev's demand for a "halt in 
sodernization® of the French and British nuclear args systems means in the 
case of Britain that the British navy would have to do without being armed 
with the godern American Trident gissiles--which the Labour opposition of 
Prige Minister Margaret Thatcher is demanding anyway. France, which foresees 
a far-reaching conversion of its national deterrence force (force de 
Gissuasion) to intercontinental weapons with gsultiple warheads on atomic 
subgarines, has other concerns. It is true that it is not dependent on 
American supplies. And yet, what would happen if, within the framework of a 
U.S.-USSR agreement on limited defense in space or on protecting respective 
Bissile positions, the primary targets of the "force de dissuasion" were no 
longer strikable? Would the enormous expenditures for security based on a 
national decision be for nothing in a conflict situation? And what guarantee 
would Europe and France have that the United States, as it at least for now 
remains part of the conceivable conflict scenario, would risk its own 
existence for Europe? All these questions have been raised once again and 
with urgency by Gorbachev's and Reagan's plans. Answering them is all the 
gore difficult in view of the fact that there is still no separate European 
Gefense system against the threat to the ola continent that could 
significantly supplement in part any future actualization of Reagan's SDI plan 
and thus gain political significance. 
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U.S.-USSR GENEVA TALKS 


SOVIET AMBASSADOR ASKS BRAZIL FOR DISARMAMENT SUPPORT 
PY230208 Rio de Janeiro 0 GLOBO in Portuguese 21 Mar 86 p 15 


[Text] Brasilia -- Soviet Ambassador Viadimir Chernyshev yesterday addressed the 
Brazilian Chamber of Deputies Foreign Relations Committee and asked for Brazilian 
support for the Soviet nuclear disarmament proposal, which has been rejected by the 
U.S. Government. Brazil's support was sought because it “enjoys a recognized inter- 
national prestige.” In search of this support for the Soviet disarmament proposals, 
which were approved during the 27th CPSU Congress in January [as published], Ambassador 
Cyernyshev hae met with President Jose Sarney, and the presidents of the Chamber of 
Deputies and Senate, Ulysses Guimaraes and Jose Fragelli, respectively. During yes- 
terday's speech the Scv'et ambassador criticized the “reactionary forces of the 
imperialist world” which are stimulating war and the arms race to preserve their power 
and impose their will cn people. 
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{1 April 1986 


INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


USSR'S SEMEYKO DISCUSSES EUROPEAN SECURITY PROBLEMS » 
PM201414 Moscow SOVETSKAYA ROSSIYA in Russian 19 Mar 86 First Edition p 5 


[Lev Semeyko article under the rubic "Europe -- Our Common Home": "Unraveling the 
Nuclear Knot-"'] 


{[Text] The CPSU and the Soviet etate regard Europe as one of the main dimensions of 
international politics. "Europe's historical chances and future lie in peaceful co- 
operation among the continent's states," the CPSU Central Committee Political Report 
to the 27th party congress stresses. "And it is important, while preserving the 
capital already accumulated, to move on: from the initial phase to a more stable phase 
of detente, to mature detente, and then to the creation of reliable security on the 
basie of the Helsinki process and a radical reduction in nuclear and conventional 
arms." In striving for the achievement of this lofty and noble objective and advanc- 
ing a new program for nuclear disarmament the Soviet Union is proposing the implementa- 
tion of a number of corresponding measures precisely in Europe. This is no 
coincidence. 


All classes of nuclear arms -- tactical, medium-range, and strategic -- are repre- 
sented on the Old Continent. This is the continent on which the nuclear arsenals of 
four of the five nuclear powers are concentrated. These arsenals of enormous ag- 
gregate might are capable of practically destroying European civilization. 


Europe is a continent where security problems have posed particularly acutely for many 
reasons, and primarily because of the acuteness of the nuclear confrontation. This 

is why the USSR is proposing the beginning of the consistent freeing of Europe from 
nuclear weapons at the very first stage of the comprehensive disarmament program. The 
point of departure could be the elimination of the medium-range Soviet and American 
nuclear missiles deployed in the European zone. "If, without procrastinating or com- 
plicating the matter with other problems, it proved successful to eliminate the 

Soviet and American medium-range missiles on our continent, we would unravel maybe 

one of the complex knots of current world politics and clear the way to a considerable 
extent to the radical reduction and subsequent complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons," was how M.S. Gorbachev described the importance of the European aspect of 
nuclear disarmament. 


The USSR is proposing consistent steps during whose implementation at each stage of 
nuclear disarmament maximum consideration would be given to all sides’ security 
interests. At the very first stage, the USSR and the United States as the most power- 
ful nuclear powers could set an example by completely eliminating the European bal- 
listic and medium-range cruise missile potential. In what way is this proposal new? 
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First, it is not an isolated proposal but part of a general and precisely coordinated 
program for nuclear disarmament and must be implemented at the same time as a halving 

of the USSR and U.S. nuclear arsenals which can reach each other's territory. Second, 
such a major reduction in the nuclear threat enables our country to take a more flexible 
approach to the question of taking account of the Anglo-French nuclear forces, whose 
significance remains in full. 


The proposal advanced by the USSR is that the United States should assume a commitment 
not to supply its strategic and medium-range missiles to other countries (let us 
remember, for example, the plans to supply Trident-2 missiles to Britain). Im turn, 
Britain and France should pledge not to build up their nuclear arms (let us again 
remember that, according to existing estimates, the number bf these powers’ nuclear 
warheads is to increase by more than 1,000 by the beginning of the nineties). Otherwise 
universal security would be undermined as a result of NATO attempts to safeguard only 
its “own" security -- and moreover, by methods of building up arms. 


Washington must realize that without security for the USSR there cannot be security for 
the United States, and without security for the Warsaw Pact countries there cannot be 
security for the NATO countries. In view of this the USSR has a right to expect realism 
and sense in British and French policy. The solution of problems of universal security 
require a common approach. 


The measures proposed for the second stage, which is to begin no later than 1990 and 
last 5-7 years, are also in keeping with the interests of the equal security of the 
sides and consistent nuclear disarmament. After the USSR and the United States have 
completed the 50-percent reduction of their corresponding arms, all the nuclear powers 
will eliminate their tactical nuclear weapons with a range (radius of action) of 1,000 
km. At least two factors are important here. First, the Soviet Union takes account of 
the position held by Britain and France whereby they would be prepared to join the 
nuclear disarmament process after a considerable reduction in the level of the Soviet 
and American nuclear potentials. As we can see, the USSR is in no way insisting on an 
immediate reduction in the Anglo-French nuclear forces. Second, if at the second stage 
Britain and France eliminate only their tactical nuclear means, the USSR and the United 
States would not only take analogous steps but would also implement further measures to 
eliminate medium-range nuclear arms. However the American allies would retain such 
arms. In other words, their security is in no way undermined in comparison with the 
present situation. 


Finally, at the third stage (no later than 199$) it is proposed that the elimination of 
all remaining nuclear arms be completed so that not a single nuclear charge would remain 
on earth by the beginning of the 21st century. 


In other words, the USSR's approach to the nature of nuclear disarmament measures is 
bold yet exceptionally delicate. It convincingly demonstrates a readiness to take into 
consideration the interests of not only its own security but also that of its partners 
in the disarmament process. 


In order to accelerate to the maximum the reaching of agreements on medium-range 
missiles, the USSR has agreed at the Geneva talks to separate the question of these 
means from questions of space and strategic nuclear weapons. This is yet another 
favorable precondition for making a start this very year on freeing Europe from nuclear 
weapons and completely eliminating them in the world. 
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Unfortunately there is still no desire to acknowledge this in Washington. 
In response to the Soviet proposals, the United States has advanced a some- 
what updated version of its previous “zero option" of 1981. The American 
"zero" is one-sidedly beneficial to the United States and NATO. 


Tt is in keeping with the selfish interests of the United States and its allies in the 
Far East since it envisages the elimination of Soviet medium-range missiles in Asia too, 
whereas the nuclear threat to the Soviet Union there would not be reduced in any way. 
The current variant of the “zero” option is only new insofar as the United States 
envisages a 3-year timetable for its implementation. The question of eliminating 
nuclear weapons in Europe is essentially being blocked by invoking the British and 
French position and demanding the weakening of our defenses in the east of the country 
while the American military forces in that region would be retained. 


The British Conservative government is in solidarity with the unconstructive American 
position. London is talking about the "unacceptability"™ of the Soviet proposals since 
allegedly the question of the limitation of the British nuclear forces can become a 
subject of discussion only after the completion of the Soviet-American Geneva talks on 
nuclear and space arms. 


The overt and covert opposition of the U.S. leaders and some of their allies to the 
Soviet proposals cannot fail to put one on guard. Confirmation was provided by the 
U.S. President's radio address to Americans at the end of February. Calls for "a 
strong America" and new arms buildups again issued from the White House chief's lips. 
But what is needed tcday is not more leaps in the arms race but new political thinking 
and practical steps in the matter of complete and universal nuclear disarmament. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


INTERNATIONAL PEACE MEETING HELD IN MOSCOW 
LD170434 Moscow TASS in English 1626 GMT 16 Mar 86 


— — —-eo— 


[Text] Moscow March 16 TASS -- The third information meeting-diaiogue of Soviet 
political and public figures, prominent scientists and experts on disarmament problems 
with representatives of anti-war organizations and movements of Western Europe, the 
U.S. and Canada was held in Moscow on March 15 through 16. It was organized by the 
Soviet Peace Committee and the Soviet Committee for European Security and Cooperation. 
The meeting was attended by 120 representatives of 114 mass peace movements of various 


political and ideological outlooks. 


They discussed in detail the Soviet program of nuclear disarmament by the year 2000 and 
the concept of all-embracing security set forth tn the statement of Mikhail Gorbachev, 
general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, of January 15 and in the Political 
Report of the CPSU Central Committee to the 27th CPSU Congress, as well as the state and 
prospects of Soviet-American relations, questions connected with the consolidation of 


security and the prevention of the arms race in space. 


Participants in the meeting emphasized in their reports that the package of new Soviet 
peace initiatives had met with a positive response on the part of all the true peace 
champions irrespective of their political and ideological convictions. Those initia- 
tives promote the solution of a tangle of contradictions of the present-day world, open 
up a concrete prospect of liberating humanity from the burden of the arms race and give 


clear guidelines in the struggle for peace and security for all, 
The meeting devoted much attention to the discussion of questions connected with 


cooperation of peace-minded forces, the consolidation of their unity in the struggle 
for the prevention of a thermonuclear war and of the militarization of space. 
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11 April 1986 


RELATED ISSUES 


GORBACHEV RECEIVES ITALY'S JOTTI, VIEWS WORLD SITUATION 
LD251440 Moscow TASS in English 1402 GMT 25 Mar 86 


[Text] Moscow March 25 TASS -- Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Cen- 
tral Committee, today received Leonilde Jotti, president of the Chamber of Deputies of 
the Italian Parliament and a member of the leadership of the Italian Communist Party, 
who is paying a visit to the Soviet Union at the invitation of the USSR Supreme Soviet. 


Appraising the international situation, which had become even more complex over the 
past few weeks, Mikhail Gorbachev said that the Soviet Union had not received any 
satisfactory reply to its proposals aimed at ridding mankind of the nuclear threat. 
The West's unwillingness to end the race with any armaments and to seek accords on 
their reduction seriously and on the basis of equality has become clear. He stressed 
that a responsible approach to politics presupposed readiness actually to reckon with 


the realities of the new 1G of modern history, with the national interests of al} 
states, and respect for the will o6 one's own people and other peoples and for the world public 


opinion. Mutual security nowdays calls upon everyone for a new way of thinking and for an 
“understanding of the fact that it can only be achieved by political means, through nego- 
tiations. We should learn to live together in today's complex world. Today's interna- 
tional politics need especially strict respect for and a serious attitude to accords 
and prevention of actions which are worsening the situation, dangerous as it is. 
Leonilde Jotti outlined the goals of her visit to the USSR, one of them being the exten- 
sion of direct contacts between parliaments in order to promote peace and rapprochement 
between the peoples of the two countries, and spoke in favour of more efforts in various 
forms on. the way to detente so as to put an end to the escalation of the nuclear threat 
and to the sequadering of huge resources on military purposes. 


The participants in the meeting, which passed in an atmosphere of friendship, reiterated 
their mutual desire for the continuation of the Soviet-Italian dialogue in order fur- 
ther to develop good relations and cooperation between the USSR and Italy. Italy's 
ambassador to the USSR, Sergio Romano, was present at the meeting. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


USSR VIEWS REAGAN'S APPEAL ON DEFENSE SPENDING 
"Confrontationist Rhetoric’ 

PM281935 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 28 Feb 86 Second Edition p 8 

{TASS report: "Whipping Up the Arms Race") 


[Text] Washington, 27 Feb -- At a time when appeals to the reason and conscience of 
all mankind are resounding from the rostrum of the 27th CPSU Congress in the name of 
ending the arms race and eliminating the threat of nuclear annihilation that hangs 

over mankind, Washington has openly proclaimed its intention to continue its militarist 
course. Appearing on national television, President Reagan declared that the admin- 
istration will not allow any cuts whatever in the military budget's growth rates either 
in the current fiscal year or in the next. Praising the results of the long-term 
program being implemented by the administration to "modernize America's military might,’ 
which has already cost $1 trillion, the President especially credited himself with 

the creation of new generations of arms in the United States, such as MX first-strike 
ballistic missiles, the Trident system, and B-1B and Stealth bombers, and the deployment 
of Pershing-2 and cruise missiles on the territory of Western European countries. 


Taking into account the mounting alarm, both inside and outside the United States, at 
the administration's policy of increasing military-political tension, the President 
tried to portray things as though the United States needs the unrestrained buildup of 
military muscle for...the success of the talks with the Soviet Union. "Preparations 

for war are one of the most effective means of preserving peace," the President claimed. 
"Strength is the most persuasive argument we have to convince our opponents to nego- 
tiate in earnest. Now that we are sitting at the negotiating table with the Soviet 
Union, let us not deprive America of the trump card." 


R. Reagan publicized the White House's recently advanced “new” proposal in the sphere 
of limiting medium-range missiles, which is a rehash of the notorious "zero option" 
aimed at ensuring unilateral military advantages for the United States. He once again 
campaigned for the militarization of space, insisting on the speediest implementation 
of his “star wars” program, and he essentially made the adoption of the program a con- 
dition for resolving the question of reducing strategic arms. The U.S. President made 
it unequivocally clear that the administration has not the slightest intention of con- 
fining itself to so-called research in the shpere of the "Strategic Defense Initiative" 
and is already planning to create [sozdaniye] real space weapons systems without delay. 
"We have to translate our lead at the laboratory level into a lead in terms of specific 


arms," he declared. 
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In order to justify the policy of militarization and the pursuit of military superiority, 
the head of the administration returned to confrontationist rhetoric, falsifications, 
and crude slander against the Soviet Union. He claimed that in the seventies the 
United States had all but disarmed unilaterally, while “the Russians alone were running 
the arms race," “forgetting” the well-known fact that the Soviet Union had merely been 
forced to respond to the new arms systems developed by Washington. He tried to portray 
the successes of national liberation and anti-imperialist movements -- a natural his- 
torical process -- as a result of “Moscow's intrigues" and as evidence of "the 
Russians’ aggressiveness." "We set out to show that there will come an end to the 

long string of governments coming under communist domination. And we are achieving 
this," he declared, citing as an example of the "success" of his policy the “liberation” 
of Grenada, which the whole world branded as an example ofsunconcealed armed aggression 
against a sovereign independent state. 


Reagan demanded that members of Congress abandon the very idea of reducing the rates 
of growth of U.S. military spending. "We have acted together these past 5 years. 

So let us continue in the same spirit,” he declared. Reagan also demanded that 
military aid to U.S. stooges "in strategically important regions" not be cut. "Our 
friends," he cynically declared, "can fulfill many tasks at a far cheaper price than 
we ourselves." What kind of tasks and what kind of price can be seen from the 
praise the President lavished on the enemies of the peoples of Afghanistan, Cambodia, 
Laos, Nicaragua, and Ethiopia and the mercenaries whom the administration supplies 
with weapons and money and drives to the slaughter in the name of implementing the 
American imperialist doctrine of neoglobalism." 


Observers point out that the chief purpose of Reagan's speech is to prevent a cut in 
military spending that would threaten the profits of the U.S. military-industrial 
complex. J. Wright, leader of the Democratic majority in the Congress" House of 
Representatives, declared: If Congress agrees to the growth rate for the military 
budget proposed by the Reagan administration, then at the end of this decade we will 
be spending almost four times as much on military purposes as at the height of the 
Vietnam war. THE NEW YORK TIMES called the President's speech a means of putting 
political pressure on Congress’ to secure a shift in the argument that has’ flared up 
in the United States over the military budget, pointing out that “support for the 
policy of increasing military spending has weakened" in the United States, including 
in Congress, as a result of the summit meeting. And a high-ranking White House 
spokesman was forced to confirm this opinion when he described the President's speech 
as “a further effort to push the military budget through Congress." 


Congressional Criticism Noted 


1LD281644 Moscow TASS in English 1604 GMT 28 Feb 86 


[Text] Washington, February 28 TASS -- The patently militaristic appeals made by 
President Reagan on national television have drawn criticism from American politicians 
and from the press of the United States and other countries. 


Notable American Senator Gary Hart stated that the President was pushing the country 
onto a militarist path, paved with good intentions and gold bricks. HWowever, the 
United States has already followed this path during five years, and Ims paid dearly. 
The military budget, according to the senator, is worsening the federal budget 
deficit, which it had created in the first place. Now the President calls for an 

11 per cent rise in the military budget. Hart pointed out that even the Republicans 
considered such a rise unrealistic. 
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House member Patricia Schroeder noted that none of the measures suggested by the 
administration to cut the colossal budget deficit affected the Pentagon's multibillion 
military programs. According to Schroeder, she will co-sponsor with House member 
Ronald Dellums an alternative military budget which will define priorities and areas 
essential to the security of America. 


"President Reagan's emotionally televised appeal for his defense spending proposals 
ran head-on into a deeply ingrained public attitude that the military buildup under 
his administration has involved a large amount of waste and should be slowed," THE 
WASHINGTON POST says. Reagan claimed, according to the newspaper, that he had _ taken 
over a country which had “suffered” from military spending cuts over the years. The 
Pentagon's documents show, however, that U.S. military speading was steadily growing 
virtually throughout the 1970s. 


New York, February 28 TASS -- “It's even a violation of Mr. Reagan's legal responsi- 
bilities for him to refuse to discuss a moratorium or a test ban with Moscow,” 


THE NEW YORK TIMES says. 


"In both the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty of 
1968, the U.S. is solemnly pledged to work and negotiate for an end to all nuclear tests 
for all time." The newspaper says that the ending of nuclear tests would make the 
development of new nuclear weapons far more difficult, if not impossible, and says: 
“precisely for that reason Ronald Reagan does not want a test ban." 


Paris, February 28 TASS -- President Reagan "repeated his old arguments and returned to 
his erstwhile concept of the ‘evil empire,’ L'HUMANITE says. "It is symptomatic that 
he spoke on television immediately after Mikhail Gorbachev had delivered the Political 
Report of the CPSU Central Committee to the Congress of the Soviet Communists, reiterat- 
ing the Soviet program for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. The presiden- 
tial statement constitutes a de facto reply to the Soviet peace proposals. The head of 
the U.S. Administration is finding it harder and harder to win over to his side the 
public and is likely to face serious difficulties at the forthcoming congressional and 


Senate elections." 


Further on Congressional Criticism 


LDO021013 Moscow TASS in English 1223 GMT 1 Mar 86 


[Text] Washington, March 1 TASS -- TASS correspondent Aleksandr Lyutyy reports: 
President Ronald Reagan's recent militaristic speech on television has drawn harsh 
criticism from members of U.S. Congress. 


Senator William Proxmire said President Reagan was basically wrong when he went on talk- 
ing about a U.S. military lag behind the Soviet Union. The United States, the senator 

argued, did not need any extra appropriations for military needs, which its chief execu- 
tive was calling for. The United States, Proxmire stressed, should conduct arms control 


talks from positions of military parity. 


Congressman Sander Levin said Reagan in his speech had tried to give the nation and 
Congress a scare with his claims about "Soviet threat". But even a high-ranking 
administration spokesman who held a news conference for journalists before that speech, 
Levin added, had conceded there was an essential military equilibrium between the Soviet 
Union and the United States. The truth was, the congressman remarked, that the United 


States had adequate defense capability. 
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Congressman Barbara Boxer said, for her part, that the United States did not need at 
all to add further billions of dollars to its already outsize military budget. She 
cited latest public opinion surveys as showing that 59 percent of Americans consider 
military spending unreasonably high and think it necessary to axe it to reduce the 


enormous Federal budget deficit. 


‘Counterstrike’ To Soviet Proposals 
PM121611 Moscow SOVETSKAYA ROSSIYA in Russian 11 Mar 86 First Edition p 3 


{Article by M. Knyazkov: "When the Ground Disappears From Under Your 
Feet..."] 


[Excerpts] The broad peace program put forward at the 27th CPSU Congress 
seriously alarmed Washington. 


However, it probably could not have been otherwise. The Kremlin's new clear and compre- 
hensive proposal to ensure peoples’ security met with a lively response in the hearts 

of millions of people on earth, including those in the United States. It is precirely 
for this reason that the White House decided to make a counterstrike by launching a 
powerful propaganda campaign that is still continuing to this day. A TASS correspon- 
dent tells SOVETSKAYA ROSSIYA readers about this. 


The day after M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, deli- 
vered his Political Report, President Reagan appeared on American television. It was as 
if Geneva had hever been and as if no speech had been made afterward to both houses of 
Congress, in which the U.S. President swore to strive to conclude effective agreements 
on arms control and to improve Soviet-American relations. The master of the White 

House once again rammed it into Americans that, quote: "The Soviets only respect those 
who speak the language of force with them" and tried to put the blame for the arms 

race on the USSR. 


Nevertheless, paradoxical as it may seem, this bellicose speech was more a demonstra- 
tion of the Reagan administration's weakness of than a show of its strength. It was a 
kind of rearguard battle by Washington in the face of the broad Soviet peace offensive, 
which is supported by an increasing number of Americans and has been given powerful new 
impetus by the 27th CPSU Congress. 


As THE NEW YORK TIMES reports, Reagan's closest advisers urgently recommended that he 
make this speech. And this is why. "Secret public opinion polls," the newspaper 
points out, “have registered a drop in public support for the arms buildup program 
that Reagan has conducted throughout his presidency." 


Yes, the series of constructive Soviet initiatives, such as, for example, the moratorium 
on nuclear explosions or the proposal to enter the 2lst century without nuclear weapons, 
are beginning to knock the ground from beneath the feet of arms race supporters. That 
is why Washington's propaganda attack on the effective peace and security program put 
forward at the CPSU Congress has boomeranged into criticiem of the U.S. Administration. 
"Deceiving People” -- this is how Tom Wicker, prominent American columnist, headed his 


commentary on the president's speech. 


Of course, the American press is a distorting mirror. And it is difficult to get a 
complete and, above all, objective picture of events in Moscow through that press. 
Nevertheless, it is noticeable how avidly Americans seize on reports from the Soviet 
capital, seeking in them an answer to the questions troubling all mankind. 
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TASS: U.S. CONGRESSMEN SUPPORT DISARMAMENT APPEAL 
LD111030 Moscow TASS in English 1012 GMT 11 Mar 86 


[Text] Washington March 11 TASS -- A group of prominent American senators and 
representatives have expressed their support for the appeal by the leaders of six 
countries -- Argentina, India, Mexico, Tanzania, Sweden and Greece -- to undertake 
concrete steps towards preventing an arms race in outer space and stopping it on Earth. 


Senator Paul Simon, Representatives Tom Downey, Jim Leach and Barkley Bedell, at a 
news conference here, presented the letter addressed by the leaders of the six 
countries who earlier signed the “Delhi Declaration" to General Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. President Ronald Reagan. 


The struggle for the elimination of the nuclear menace, said Rep. Downey, is a 
responsibility of every man on Farth. We highly assessed the latest steps and pro- 
posals by the Soviet Union which has been observing its unilateral moratorium on all 
nuclear blasts from August last year, and stated its readiness to agree on corresponding 
compliance procedures, including on-site verification. 


Downey observed with regret at the news conference that the administration refuses to 
heed the opinion of U.S. Congress which calls for a resumption of talks leading to a 
comprehensive ban on nuclear weapons tests. In his opinion, it is the absence of 
political will on the part of the White Hcuse, rather than technical problems connected 
with verification, which stand in the way of the cessation of nuclear testing. 


Everything must be done to preserve peace, said Sen. Simon. A total ban on nuclear 
testing is one of the steps, possible already today, towards this goal. The senator 
noted that verification problems are no longer a roadblock to the conclusion of an 
accord in the light of the latest Soviet proposals. In order to achieve at least a 
temporary ban on nuclear tests, he said, the president only has to lift his telephone 
receiver and give a call to the Kremlin. 


The problem of ending nuclear tests is the question of human survival, said Rep. Bedell. 


The congressmen and other participants in the news conference paid tribute to the memory 
of Olof Palme, an outstanding political figure who was Sweden's prime minister, slain 

in the evening of February 28, on the days of the signing of the letter by the leaders 
of the six states. 


Sweden's ambassador to the United States Wilhelm Wachtmeister told the news conference 
that the Swedish Government remains committed to Palme's efforts to eliminate the 


nuclear threat. 
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"UNCONSTRUCTIVE' UK STANCE ON MISSILES ASSAILED BY IZVESTIYA 
PM201100 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 19 Mar 86 Morning Edition p 4 


[Melor Sturua article: “Independence or Shortsightedness?") 


[Text] The other day THE WASHINCTON POST published an article which started somewhat 
enigmatically. The newspaper wrote: “Now that all the animals and gods of the super- 
powers’ nuclear arsenals are well known the the entire world -- all those ‘poseidons' 
and ‘titans,’ "bisons, and ‘bears’ -- yet another terrifying arsenal has emerged: 
"*hades,' ‘chevalines,' and ‘plutos.'" What was it talking about? French and British 
nuclear arms. The newspaper noted with alarm that these countries’ nuclear arsenals 


are “growing at a sensational pace." 


In this instance the definition “sensational” is by no means sensational. It is wholly 
adequate and gives a realistic reflection of the heart of the matter. Were are facts 
drawn from Western sources concerning Britain. At this stage Britain has 64 Polaris 
nuclear warheads. In implementing its so-called “modernization” program, the British 
Navy is building a new submarine fleet, including 4 submarines equipped with 16 Trident 
missiles, each of which will carry 8 individually targetable warheads, and is equipping 
4 submarines with 64 new Chevaline missiles carrying 2 warheads each. Construction of 
new nuclear-capable Tornado jet aircraft is also under way. As a result of the 
implementation of the program the British Navy will have 512 nuclear warheads and 
Britain's total nuclear potential will reach 1,088 warheads. But it is not just a 
question of quantity, even though the manyfold increase in the British nuclear arsenal 
is sufficiently noteworthy in iteelf. The fact is, as the newspaper THE GUARDIAN 
writes, that “Trident will create the potential for inflicting a first-etrike against 
the Soviet Union and this opinion is backed up by the privately expressed opinions of 


the Americans, who know more about it.” 


Thus, the British Isles are gripped by a strong nuclear arms race fever. Why? Perhaps 
they are directly threatened by invasion? In no way, unless, of course, one includes 

the U.S. nuclear missile infrastructure in this invasion. So what is the matter? The 
official standard position of the Tory government is that Britain needs an “independent 


deterrent." 


Here is yet another example of the famed British hypocrisy. It is particularly visible 
in the word “independent.” The nuclear arms race that Britain has launched makes it 
even more dependent on the United States. I can back wp that statement. Here are 
certain examples that by no means exhaust the line of argument. Trident missiles will 
be bought from the United States. Servicing and spares will be provided from U.S. 


bases in Kings Bay, Georgia. 


46 











The key aspectsinthe planning of British submarines will depend on the U.S. concern 
General Dynamics. the enriched uranium used as fuel on the submarines vill be bought 
in the United States. Tests of the modernized Trident warheads will also be held in 
the United States -- in Nevada. But that is by no means all. Washington will have 
control of the systems for planning the trajectories and targeting the missiles then- 
selves. This will be carried out by the U.S. joint strategic staff in Omaha, Nebraska 
using U.S. codes. Intelligence information will be obtained from U.S. spy satellites. 
(British submarines will depend on U.S. Navstar satellites to fix their position be- 
fore missile launch. And access to these satellites is totally controlled by Washing- 
ton.) 


That is the background against which British Prime Minister Thatcher replied to the 

15 January Soviet proposals. She described them, according to a Press Association 
report, as “unacceptable.” Clearly, consistency is not one of the British premier's 
virtues. Quite recently Mre Thatcher advocated removing Soviet medium-range missiles 
from Europe and urged that the question should not be linked with strategic and space 
arms. She even compared such a development with “the best Christmas present possible, 
stalling with a story about "Greeks bearing gifts." As Mrs Thatcher stated the other 
day in the House of Commons, her government refuses to freeze its nuclear arme and will 
continue to modernize then. 


The key phrase in the British premier's speech was: “If a deterrent is not modern- 
ized it stops being a deterrent." Simple logic -- and the British have always been 
strong on logic -- says: If deterrents are eliminated on a mutual basis, there will 
be nobody left to deter or to be scared. Thatcher once welcomed the Soviet-U.S. sum- 
mit talks in Geneva, stating that they “hold out the hope of ensuring peace worldwide.’ 
But what did she and her cabinet do to implement that hope? Nothing apart from try- 
ing to clip its wings. What London calls “modernization” is actually the sabotaging 
of that hope. 


London's negative and unconstructive position took many Britons aback and caused in- 
dignation in the broadest circles of the British public. THE GUARDIAN described it 

as a “fatal and cowardly act." With unconcealed irony it wrote that London “has 
decided that it likes the cruise missiles that have been deployed, and if they are 
taken away it will feel robbed." THE GUARDIAN's irony is all the more bitter because 
the “modernization” organized by Thatcher will cost British taxpayers 11 billion pounds 
sterling. Yet Britain is now spending more per capita on military purposes than any 
other West Buropean NATO member. Britain's military budget has been growing nonstop 
for 7 years in succession. 


But the threat to Britain's national security has been growing nonstop too -- and 
growing appallingly, to use Mre Thatcher's terminology. Blocking the resolution of 
the disarmament problem in the diplomatic sphere, particularly in Europe, and whipping 
up the nuclear arms race in the military sphere, the British Tory Covernment is 
showing dangerous, if not criminal, shortsightedness. Not for nothing is it said that 
people who live in glass houses should not throw stones. 


While the British public is expressing its discontent at Thatcher's negative position, 
the Pentagon, according to THE WASHINGTON POST, is “enthusiastically supporting her.” 
The newspaper is by no means exaggerating. That was the spirit in which the statement 
by Richard Perle, U.S. assistant defense secretary, was couched the other day. Well, 
one can understand the Pentagon: An odd missile inthe anti-Soviet arsenal or an odd 
wrench in the works of disarmament has never bothered it. Britain's national interests 
are another matter. As is well known the umbrella is a constant feature of a Briton's 
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wardrobe, or rather, of his equipment. Now they want to turn this constant feature 
into a “nuclear umbrella.” But whereas the first offers protection against rain, the 
second not only offers no protection against a nuclear downpour but might even pro- 
voke one. The best and most reliable means of avoiding this deadly downpour is to 
modernize thinking, not instruments of mass destruction. 
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PRAVDA HITS NATO SHORT-RANGE MISSILES PLAN 
PM171351 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 14 Feb 86 First Edition p 5 
[Vladislav Drobkov “Commentator’s Colum": "Missile Fence"] 


{Text] The North Atlantic Bloc is elaborating a new nuclear arms moderniza- 
tion program. General B. Rogers, NATO Supreme Allied Commander Europe, pro- 
poses to begin deploying new short~range nuclear missiles here after 1988. 


This idea was first mentioned back in the spring of last year. However, at 
that time, at the height of the controversy around the planned deployment of 
medium-range missiles in Belgium and the Netherlands, NATO deemed it wiser 
not to add fuel to the fire and refrained from pushing the adoption of the 
new program through. Now that all the allies to whom the 1979 missile decis- 
ion applies have agreed to the deployment of Pershing 2 and cruise sissiles, 
the North Atlantic strategists, judging by appearances, are impatient to go 
even further. 


Whatever the NATO strategists have in mind, it is obvious right now that the 
bloc's top brass are planning an additional buildup of their nuclear potential 
in Europe. The program for this buildup extends through 1995 and makes pro- 
vision for the implementation of a series of measures. Their essence is the 
further transformation of our continent into a “theater of military operations” 
and of the West Europeans themselves into Washington's nuclear hostages. 


It is no accident that it is planned to begin to implement NATO's new danger- 
ous venture after 1988. It is envisaged that by that time the deployment of 
U.S. medium-range missiles which is currently under way will be finished. 

The new missiles, tactical nuclear “surface-to-surface” and “air-to-surface”™ 
missiles in this case, will also be American. Consequently, control over thes 
will again rest with the Pentagon. And the profits from their development and 
production will go to U.S. arms manufacturers. 


Setting forth his program, B. Rogers would not avoid mentioning the latest 
Soviet peace initiatives which are diametrically opposed to NATO's course 
toward an wirestrained buildup of nuclear arsenals. As was to be expected, 

he called on the allies not to agree, under any circumstances, to the elimina- 
tion of medium-range missiles from Europe or to a renunciation of all types 
of nuclear arms. 
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In this way he once again showed how stubbornly NATO intends to oppose any 
constructive efforts to end the nuclear amms race. No matter how hard 
NATC propaganda tries to present this bloc as a “guarantor of peace," 

the North Atlanticists' concrete actions, the missile fence which they 
are putting up in Europe, and other militarist ventures remain the main 
obstacle to building a truly stable and safe world, a world without wea- 


pons. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


IZVESTIYA EDITORIAL ON SOVIET DISARMAMENT POLICY 


PM241704 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 25 Mar 86 Morning Edition p 1 


{[Editorial: "The 27th CPSU Congress on the Struggle for Disarmament"] 


{Text] Is there anyone among us who does not wish for peace for his own home? Is 
there anyone who does not strive for a better, purer, and fairer life? No, there are no 


such people! 


The plans drawn up by the 27th congress are daring, the scale of the deeds to be accom- 
plished is grand. But our responsibility to history is even greater. 


The leaders of modern imperialism are aware that each one of our successes and each vic- 
tory in the struggle for the goals and ideals of Great October strengthens the potential 
for peace and progress on a worldwide scale. Imperialism perceives this as a threat to 
its very existence. So it embarks on attempts to halt the march of history, to under- 
mine the positions of socialism, and to gain social revenge on a worldwide scale. It 
does not shrink from direct crimes against mankind. "The gravest crime committed by 
imperialism against the peoples," the CPSU Program emphasizes, “is the race in nuclear 
and other arms which it has unleashed on an unprecedented scale." 


The consequences are obvious. The race has already led to an excessively high level of 
the balance of nuclear potentials. So far only equal danger is ensured for each of the 
opposing sides at this level. But the continuation of the arms race can only enhance 
this equal danger and take it to limits at which parity ceases to be a factor of 


restraint. 


Consequently, it is primarily necessary to greatly reduce the level of military confron- 
tation and to guarantee really equal security at the lowest possible level of strategic 


balance. 


Under conditions when imperialism continues to count on achieving military superiority 
over the USSR and the socialist community, one of our most important tasks is to continue 
maintaining our Armed Forces at a level that ruler »ut any superiority by the forces of 


imperialism. 


But socialism has never of its own will tied its future to military solutions of inter- 
national problems. Our ideal is a world without weapons or violence. 


This ideal contains a concentrated expression of the humanism of communist ideology and 
its lofty moral values. This ideal contains the CPSU's aspiration to set man free for 


creative purposes. 
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The CPSU and the Soviet state link progress in this direction with disarmament as one of 
the most important foundations of international security in general. In this connection 
the CPSU Central Committee Political Report to the 27th congress stressed the growing 
need to resolve the task of outlawing nuclear weapons and totally eliminating means of 


mass destruction. 


This is a task of a truly world historic scale. It is a task on which the answer to 
the question of whether mankind will exist or not depends. 


World War I, which was unleashed by imperialism, enveloped 38 states. The result was 
10 million killed and 28 billion dollars in damage from the destruction of material 


assets. A 


World War II enveloped 72 states. The result was 55 million killed and 316 billion 
dollars in damage. 


Today imperialism is creating the threat of a third world war. If it is not prevented 
it will not bypass a single state and, as a result of the direct effects of nuclear 
strikes alone, could kill at least half of mankind. 


In order to prevent this it is necessary to resolutely and irrevocably break with the 
type of thinking and actions which for centuries were built on the acceptability and 
permissibility of wars and armed conflicts. This necessitates a new philosophy of 
security corresponding to the demands of the nuclear space and a platform of concrete 
actions for the sake of saving the earth from nuclear and other types of mass destruc- 
tion weapons. 


The program -- historic in terms of its scale and importance -- for totally eliminating 
mass destruction weapons by the end of this century and preventing the danger of war put 
forward in the 15 January 1986 statement by the general secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee is an organic fusion of the philosophy of shaping a secure world with a 
reliable platform of concrete actions. The 27th Congress proclaimed the struggle to 
implement that program as the central avenue for the USSR's foreign policy in the years 
ahead. 


The plan for concrete action which is put forward in the statement, a plan with a 

strict time course, demonstrates the USSR's desire to act in the military sphere in such 
a way as to ensure that nobody has any grounds to fear for their own security or doubts 
as to the purely defensive thrust of Soviet military doctrine. But both our country 

and our allies must equally be spared from feeling a threat. 


In this connection it was stated at the 27th CPSU Congress: The Soviet Union is in 
favor of removing weapons of mass destruction from circulation and of confronting mili- 
tary potential within the bounds of a reasonable sufficiency. But since these bounds 
continue to be limited by the positions and actions of the United States and its 
partners in military blocs, our country's principled position is defined by a clear, 
laconic formula: The Soviet Union does not claim greater security and will not accept 
lesser security. 


The USSR approaches the American "star wars" program from this position too. The Soviet 
Communists’ congress stressed once again: It is extremely necessary, before it is too 
late, to seek a solution guaranteeing us against the transfer of the arms race into 
space. 
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The Soviet Union proceeds on the basis that a sharp reduction in nuclear potential 
could help substantially in overcoming this obstacle to radical disarmament. The 
resolution of the question of medium-range missiles in the European zone separately 
could be a real step in this direction. The possibility of an accord also exists on 
the question of ending nulcear tests. 


The Soviet Union is not merely ready for such accords in the most important avenues of 
arms limitation and reduction -- it actively seeks them. This desire is confirmed by 
the USSR's decision not to carry out nuclear explosions even after 31 March -—- until the 
first nuclear explosion in the United States, as was announced after the 27th CPSU 
Congress in the CPSU Central Committee general secretary's reply to the joint message 
from the leaders of the "Delhi Six." . 


However, it is hard to discover in the American leadership's position any serious 
readiness to embark in practice on the resolution of cardinal problems of eliminating 
the nuclear threat. Yet Washington's practical actions heavily negated its assurances 
of its desire for peace and averting the danger of war. 


The latest test explosion of a nuclear device, carried out by the Pentagon the 

other day, was an open challenge to mankind, which sees the ending of nuclear tests 
as the direct path to ending the creation of more and more new types of thermonuclear 
weapons and reducing the arsenals of such weapons. Here the White House has a special 
fondness for attempts to submerge genuine disarmament beneath verbal variations on 

the theme of verification. These attempts are futile. The 27th congress reaffirmed 
that all-embracing, very strict verification [proverka] is probably the most import- 
ant component in the disarmament process, and that therefore disarmament with veri- 
fication [kontrol] is impossible; but verification [kontrol] without disarmament, 
which is what the United States proposes, does not make sense. 


What does make sense, is envisaged by the concept of an all-embracing internat ional 
security system put forward in the CPSU Congress Committee Political Report to the 
27th congress, is a “strictly verifiable [kontrolirumoye] lowering of the levels 

of states’ military potentials to the Limit of what is reasonably sufficient." What 
also makes sense, furthermore, and is envisaged by the fundamentals of such a 
system in the military field is the renunciation by nuclear powers of war -- both 
nuclear and conventional -- against each other or against third states; the prevent ion 
of an arms race in space, the termination of all nuclear weapons tests and the complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons, the banning and destruction of chemical weapons, and 
the renunciation of the creation |[sozdaniye] of other means of mass destruction; 
the disbandment of military groupings with the prior renunciation of the expansion of 
or formation of new groupings; and the proportional and balanced reduction of military 


budgets. 


But it does not all depend on us. The aims of the most egoistic groups of the U.S. 
ruling elite, linked with the military-industrial complex, openly conflict with the 
aims of our people and of all the peoples of the world, including the American 
people. For those circles disarmament means a loss of profits and a political risk, 
M.S. Gorbachev noted, whereas for us it means gains in all respects: economic, 
political, and moral. 


Imperialist reaction's schemes and actions showld not be dismissed. At the same time 
something else must surely be visible: that there have never been such real opportunti- 
ties for preserving and consolidating peace. By pooling their efforts the peoples 

can and must avert the threat of nuclear destruction. 
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Ihe decisive factor here will be the successful implementation of the plans and 
outlines put forward by the 27th CPSU Congress. Achieving the targets set by the 
congress will also be of great international significance. The consolidation of the 
material basis of our motherland's might will serve to further affirm the principle 

of peaceful coexistence and will make a weighty contribution to the cause of consoli- 


dating world peace. 


It is this that socialism sees as its historic calling. 
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USSR'S TOLKUNOV INTERVIEWED ON PREVENTION OF WAR 
AU131623 Warsaw RZECZPOSPOLITA in Polish 11 Mar 86 p 3 


[Interview with Lev Tolkunov, CPSU Central Committee member and chairman of the 
USSR Supreme Soviet Council of the Union, by NOVOSTI commentator 0. Trofimova: 
"NOVOSTI pen for RZECZPOSPOLITA -- the Battle Against War" -- date and place 
not given 


[Text] [Trofimova] The Central Committee's Political Report to the 27th congress 
stressed that the CPSU sees the essence of its foreign policy strategy in an active 
participation in the battle against war. What are the conditions of this battle 

at its present stage? 


[Tolkunov] Do you remember the warning from the congress rostrum? Nothing will be 
done by itself; it is necessry to fight for peace, to fight indefatigably with a 
view to reaching the goal. 


The Communists do not delude themselves. The common home of all the inhabitants of 
this earth has now become too small and too fragile for waging wars and pursuing a 
policy of strength. It is easy to set off an explosion. The reason for increased 
tension and for a threat of war are not secrets stowed away in the bowels of the earth. 
Millions and millions of people living in various parts of our globe continue to 
realize more and more with each passing day that these reasons are rooted in the policy 
followed by Washington and some of its close allies who bank on achieving military 
superiority. The rightist forces believe that positions of military domination in 

the world constitute typical springboards that make it possible to accomplish a 

social tit for tat [rewanz spoleczny] and to impose systems favorable to themselves 

on other countries and peoples. Following the line of “nuclear rearmament"™ since 

the beginning of the eighties and seeking to realize the "star wars" program in the 
past few years, Washington actually continues to push mankind toward the chasm of 


a nuclear catastrophe. 





The leadership of the CPSU and the USSR takes the view that in this new situation it 
is necessary to crucially change the ways of thinking and acting that have existed 
for centuries. It would be naive now to look for security through improving the 
effectiveness of the eword and the shield. In the era of nuclear missiles it is 
impossible to ensure security through weapons and military power. When experts 
continue to deliberate only on the question of how mankind can be annihilated many 
dozens of times over by means of the present stocks of nuclear weapons, it is high 
time to begin taking practical measures to abandon the policy of balancing on the 
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brink of war and the policy of the balance of terror and to turn toward the normal 
civilized standards of mutual relations and between countries possessing different 
social systems. 


As M.S. Gorbachev said at the congress, the crucial struggle will gain in intensity 
in the coming years precisely in connection with the real issues of the policy capable 
of preserving peace. This will be a complicated and multifaceted struggle 

because we have to deal with the people of a country whose leading circles refuse to 
soberly appraise the world's reality and prospects. (One more proof in this regard 
is provided by the U.S. President's reply to the most recent Soviet proposals -- a 
reply which is full of various reservations and “conditions™ and which in fact 
blocks efforts to resolve basic disarmament issues). The decisive factors in this 
struggle are the balance of forces in the international arena, the increase and 
militancy of the forces of peace, and these forces’ ability to effectively oppose 
the threat of nuclear war. 


At present two closely related truths, of which everyone should be aware, top the list 
of important issues. They state that it is impossible to win the arms race or nuclear 
war as such and that no other choice can be made except cooperation among all 
countries. This means that objective conditions have been created in which the 
Struggle between capitalism and socialism can take place only in the form of peaceful 
competition. 


{[Trofimova] What will be the main thrust of Soviet foreign policy in the coming 
years? 


{Tolkunov] Offering peace to all countries and peoples, the CPSU continues to fight 
for it every day and every hour. The socialist countries are together with us in 

this struggle, and peace continues to be guarded by the Warsaw Pact, the members 

of which are linked by common ideals of Marxism-Leninism and common security interests. 


The world of socialism does not appeal to bombs and missiles, It appeals to the 
reason of the people no matter where they live and what ideology they profess. This 
appeal continues to enjoy a warm response, This has also been the case with the 
historic proposals on completely eliminating nuclear weapons by the endof this century 
and on preventing militarization of space. These proposals were made by M.S. 
Gorbachev on 15 January 1986. 


What is it that continues to attract people to this program? The best answer to this 
question is the words that the leader of the Soviet Communists used in his Political 
Report to characterize this program: It is a combination of a philosophy that believes 
in creating a secure world in the era of nuclear space with a platform of specific 
actions. The USSR proposes that disarmament issues should be approached in a comprehen- 
sive way and that a plan for specific and precisely scheduled actions should be taken 
into consideration in this connection. The main task of the USSR and its socialist 
allies is to seek to have this plan fulfilled. 


This idea was also expressed by the leaders of the fraternal parties and countries when 
they spoke in the Kremlin. We must not waste the historic opportunity provided by the 
Soviet program, the opportunity to completely free our world from nuclear weapons, 


Comrade Erich Honecker said.... That today Leninist foreign policy continues to provide 
real opportunities to ensure international security is of tremendous significance for 
mankind in the future, Comrade Gustav Husak said.... The peace offensive of the USSR 


and the countries of the soctalist community continue to gain in strength, Comrade 
Wojciech Jaruzelski said. The importance of the worldwide forces of peace and progress 
continues to increase. 
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Today, it was stressed at the congress, it is more than ever important to find ways of 
closer cooperation with the governments, parties, and social organizations and movements 
that are really interested in peace on earth. Only joint efforts will enable us to 
create a comprehensive system of international security. The leader of the Soviet 
Communists has proposed a logical structural scheme for such a system involving 
military, political, economic, and humanist areas. The assumptions in this connection 
fully correlate with the specific initiatives of socialism in foreign policy. 


{[Trofimova] There is no doubt that the voice of peaceful forces taking part in the 
great antiwar struggle is sounding louder and louder. An important role may be played 
here by parliaments and parliamentarians from various countries. What is being done in 
this direction? ° 


{[Tolkunov] We have noticed in recent years that in a series of Western countries, 
parliaments are participating more energetically in talks on foreign policy matters. 

The halls of parliaments are echoing with the voices of people demanding an end to the 
material and ideological preparation for a new war. Thus, the idea of a nuclear freeze, 
supported by broad sections of American society, possesses many adherents in the U.S. 
Congress. The FRG Bundestag has discussed an SPD [Social Democratic Party] motion 
concerning a purely peaceful use of space, which is also being supported by the "Creens” 
party. There is a powerful opposition inside the Netherlands parliament toward plans 

to deploy American cruise missiles in that country. One can mention more examples Like 
this. 


The noble aims of consolidating peace lie unchangingly at the roots of the multilateral 
activity of the USSR Supreme Soviet and its Presidium, and of the USSR parliamentary 
group in the international arena. 


Among the documents that have been approved by the Soviet parliament recently, I wish 
to mention two. The first of these is the resolution "On the Results of the Soviet-t.S. 
Summit in Geneva and on the International Situation,” adopted by M.S. Gorbachev at the 
recent USSR Supreme Soviet session. The second document is the mess*-*7 to the U.S. 
Congress containing an appeal to support Moscow's program for total and universal 
elimination of nuclear weapons and a proposal for a bilateral Soviet-U.S. moratorium on 
all kinds of explosions as the first step in this direction. 


In the new version of the CPSU Program, the party proclaims a line aimed at consolida- 
ting the international relations of the Soviet Union and other soctalist countries, 
which includes developing contacts between their legislative bodies. 


The USSR Supreme Soviet is devoting particular attention to the expansion of contacts 
and exchange of experience with the supreme bodies of authority in the fraternal 
countries. Periodic meetings between the chairmen of parliamentary groups have become 
a good tredition. In May of last year, the parliaments of the Warsaw Pact member-states 
called or. the parliaments of Europe and the world to participate in a partnerlike way 

in the struggle against the danger of nuclear annihilation. Their work schedule ts 

also rich with various undertakings this year, which has been declared International 


Peace Year by the United Nations. 


[Trofimova] You are also chairman of the influential Soviet Committee for Security and 
Cooperation. How do you view this committee's work since the CPSU congress? 


[Tolkunov] The committee will continue to work but with 10 times the energy, mobilizing 
Soviet society to join the struggle against the nuclear threat in Europe. We are 

guided by the principle established at the 27th CPSU Congress whereby Furope's future 
involves peaceful cooperation between its states. It is important to preserve the 
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capital we have accumulated and at the same time move forward -- toward mature detente 
and permanent security based on the process that was started in Helsinki. 


The words of M.S. Gorbachev may become a slogan for our work: We must by all means 


achieve success in the struggle against war, a success that will be a historic victory 
for all mankind and every person on earth. 


/9274 
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RELATED ISSUES 


USSR'S ZAGLADIN EVALUATES RESULTS OF CPSU CONGRESS 
PM201643 Moscow NEW TIMES in English No 10, 17 Mar 86 pp 3-6 


[Article by Vadim Zagladin: “The Party Congress: Hope and Confidence; Notes 
of a Delegate”) 


[Excerpt ] 


On march |, the 27th CPSU Congress passed its halfway 
pont Discussion of the first rtems on the agenda was completed. 
a resolution approved on the Central Commuttee Political Report, 
and the new text of the party programme and amendments to the 
party rules were adopted On March 3, Sowet Premier Nikolay 
Ryrhhov delivered his report on the Basic Guidelines for eco 
nome and sacial development of the country. and at this writing 
the debate on ot os on full swing 


There is still another angle to the comment on the congress 
decisions relating to the mmternal political evolution of the country 
and its economc development The reference is to those Western 
commentators who have discerned in our economic plans a 
“Soviet threat.” In what precisely do they see this threat’ 


The logic of their reasoning (if it can be called that) is this the 
Soviet plans envisage a growth of the country's economic poten. 
tial, hence its military potential and, consequently, the “Soviet 
military threat” will also grow. Add to this the diverse, utterly 
unfounded discourses on the subyect of the possible “expansion. 
ist” plans of Soviet policy on one or another region of the world 


All this cowld be diemised as sheer invention However, sence 
views of this order are being vigorously and persistently cir- 
culated, a few more words should be edded 


First of all, no attentive reader of the Political Report of the 
Central Committee, the report delivered by Ryrhhov, and the 
draft guidelines for the economic and social development of the 
country (by the tome thie igeue comes off the press the lect. 
mentioned will no longer be a draft, but the finalized document) 
can fail to sce that the emphasis in all our plans is on peacelel 
construction. The main stress i placed on the creation of the 
groundwork for meeting the material and speritual requirements 
of man. bes all rownd develapment 


As a matter of fect, much has been said on this score at the 
congress It has been ported owt that not enough attention was 
pard to the saceal and cultural ephere and that now this omrsion 
has to be rectrfred and attention to thes area sharply mmcreasd 
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Incedenmtally. these are not merely ershes vonced by the éciegates 
The problem has already been tackled m practice Even before 
the congress, following the April 1985 Plenum of the CPSU 
Central Committee, cer party took a suember of decisions on 
focumng more attention on soca! and cultural problems Add)- 
trona!l fends. materials and manpower —— ma word. 

needed to get things gong propesty — have been allocated for 
thes purpose 


Thes, cur plan are not projected af the militarization of the 
country, bet ot as peaceful development. Where, then, does the 
“miltery threat” come in? 


Needicss to say. the growth of owr economn potential mereases 
owt capabelrty to protect owr mmterests, to keep owr defences at the 
necessary level 


Here too 4 is a matter of defence, not of aggressive designs The 
Poltical Report of the Central Commuttee clearly declared that 
the emportance we attach to ensuring owr security 1s only natural 
We could not act otherwise. For  @ nobody's secret that the 
Pentagon already has plans for the melrtarization of the United 
States all the way to the 2! st century Nor us i a secret that there 
crust old plans for war agaist our country and that new ones are 


being drawn up 


it is enough to read the U.S. President's February 26 address to 
the nation to sce that, as distinct from what is happening at our 
congress, Washington is orenting not on the new realities, but 
on the outdated and dangerous positions-of strength concept 


We regard the Sovet._ American contacts that have begun with 
a high sense of responsibelity and have no intention of closing the 
doors to them This was underscored at the party forum But we 
cannot ignore the fact thet, although we now and again hear 
words about peace and words, even the finest, are only words 

the material preparation of war goes on, with the Soviet Limon 
named as the potential enemy. We see all this and shall never 
close our cyes to i 


As regards the mulitary sphere, our intentions are defensive and 
our object is to ensure the security of our country and nothing 
more Our muilrtary potential 1s hmited to reasonable adequacy 
Rut “the character and level of the ceiling,” Mikhail Gorbachev 
said, “continues to be limited by the attitude and actions of the 
U.S.A. and its bloc partners. In these Circumstances we repeat 
over and over again = the Soviet Union lays no claim to greater 
security than that enjoyed by others, but 1 will not settle for less 


Thos, afl talk about our country presenting a “military threat” 
is sheer nonsense Nonsense that has eseentially only one purpose 

to pustefy the further escalation of war preparations by the United 
States and some of its alhes 








‘1 April j9g6 


SOVIET ARMY PAPER EDITORIAL ON PEACE EFFORTS 
PM200929 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 18 Mar 86 Second Edition p 1 
{Editorial: “Strategy of Universally Security") 


[Text] The appeal for peace and the peoples’ security rang out with new force from 
Moscow, from the platform of the 27th CPSU Congress. This impassiouwed appeal 
prompted every sensible person to think about this question: Can mankind escape 
the nuclear danger, or will imperialism'’s policy of confrontation, leading to the 
increased likelihood of nuclear conflict, gain the upper hand? 


The Soviet Union's firm determination to uphold a peaceful future for the peoples was 
expressed convincingly in the Political Report to the congress, delivered by M.S. 
Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee. Numerous responses to this 
document from various corners of the globe indicate that people of good will received 
it as a program for the development of universal security. Even our ideological op- 
ponents and enemies are forced to recognize the the unewerving desire of the Land 

of the Soviets to find ways of improving international relations. 


At the Soviet Communists’ forum and in the new edition of the CPSU Program which the 
congress adopted, a profoundly scientific, Marxist-Leninist characterization of the 
modern world was given. It is marked by a complex, multifaceted approach, dynamten, 
and the existence of opposing trends and contradictions. The social shifts of our 
age are changing the conditions for future social development. Mankind's progress is 
impossible without socialism. World socialism is a mighty international formation 
built on a highly developed economy, a solid scientific base, and a reliable military- 
political potential. Socialism not only constantly improves social relations, 
demonstrating the real humaniem of the entire tenor of its life. It erects an in- 
creasingly firm barrier against the ideology and politics of war and militarism, re- 
action and violence, and against all forms of misanthropy, and actively promotes social 


progress. 


At the same time the 27th CPSU Congress drew the conclusion that in present-day condi- 
tions imperialiem represents a growing threat to mankind's very existence. The world 
of capital is finding it difficult to understand the realities of owr times and has 
not renounced the ideology and politics and hegemonism. Imperialism is prompted to 
translate the competition between the two systems into the language of military con- 
frontation by the desire for social revanche, its own inner mainsprings, and its 

very socioeconomic nature. The problems and crises experienced by capitaliem arise 
within itself and are the logical result of the inner antagonistic contradictions of 
an old society. Being unable to cope with the exacerbating problems of the descending 
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phase of capitalism's development, the ruling circles of imperialist countries resort 
to methods and means which are undoubtedly incapable of saving a society doomed by 
history itself. Imperialism, the Political Report to the 27th CPSU Congress stresses, 
constantly generates an aggressive adventurist policy by virtwe of its social nature. 


The U.S. ruling circles are particularly attached to the policy of total opposition and 
military confrontation. They are noted for their aggressive military behavior, the 
growing militarization of policy and thought, and disregard for other people's in- 
terests. The United States is the locomotive of militarisn. 


The main aim of the CPSU's international strategy is extremely clear -- to give the 
Soviet people the opportunity to work in conditions of lasting peace and freedon. 
Socialiem unreservedly rejects war as a means of resolving {nterstate contradictions 
and ideological disputes. The atmosphere of nuclear confrontation imposes the need 
for new approaches, forms, and methods of mutual relations between different social 
systems, states, and regions. That approach is adopted -- as the whole world can see 
-~ by the CPSU. “In the future,” the 27th party congress resolution on the CPSU 
Central Committee Political Report notes, “the min avenue of the party's activity in 
the international arena must continue to be the struggle against the nuclear danger 
and the arms race and for the preservation and strengthening of universal peace.” 


You cannot save and preserve peace unless you break -- resolutely and beyond recall -- 
with a way of thinking and acting which was built over the centuries on the accepta- 
bility and permissibility of wars and armed conflicts. What does this require? 


Above all, it must be realized that not only nuclear war iteelf, but preparations for 
it -- thatise, the arms race and the desire for military superiority -- objectively 
cannot bring anyone a political gain. Confrontation between capitalien and socialicen 
can only flow in the form of peaceful competition and peaceful rivalry. 


The large-scale Soviet initiatives set forth in the 15 January statement are desiened 
to play a tremendous practical role in delivering mankind from nuclear weapons this 
century. The comprehensive peace program put forward by the USSR is in essence an 
alloy of the philosophy of creating a secure world in the nuclear and space age, and a 
platform of concrete actions. That meane concrete actions, within a strict time frame. 
The Sovict Union intende to strive persistently for ite implementation, regarding this 
as the central avenue of ite foreign policy in the coming veare. Soviet military 
doctrine is aleo in full accordance with the letter and epirit of the intitiatives put 


forward. Ite thrust is purely defensive. 


The USSR is in favor of taking weapons of mass destruction out of circulation and 
limiting military potential to within the bounds of reasonable sufficiency. However, 
the nature and level of those limits continwe to be eoverned by the positions and 
actions of the United States and ite partners in various bloce. The 27th coneress of 
Lenin's party told the whole world: The Soviet Union does not claim areater security 


but will not accept lesser security. 


It wae etreesed at the congress that it is extremely necessary, before it is too late, 
tc seek a real solution to euarantee ws against the transfer of the arme race to space. 
The “star ware” progres cannot be allowed to be weed as 4 stimulus to further the 

arme race and ea barrier on the path to radical disarmament. 


The USSR advocates the creation of an 4ll-embracine evetem of international security. 
The fundamentale for such «a eyetem, forwmlated by the congress, are a new contribut ton 


to world politics. They incorporate « series of measures in the military, political, 
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economic, and humanitarian spheres. “Success in the battle against war,” “.S. Gorbachev 
stated, “must be achieved without fail. That success will be a historic victory for 
all mankind, for every person on earth. The CPSU sees active participation in this 
battle as the very essence of its foreign policy strategy.” The socialist community 
countries are vith us in waging this battle for peace. The world comeunist movement, 
the forces of national and social liberation, and the mighty antivar movement defend 
the peoples’ security. 


The party's course of preserving peace and delivering the world from the nuclear 
threat, a course so vividly demonstrated by the 27th CPSU Congress, is fully approved 
and unanimously supported by our country's working people and the servicemen of the 
Armed Forces. Soviet servicemen see it as their duty to fugther increase the defense 
capability of the beloved motherland, and the combat might of the Army and Navy, to 
achieve new successes in combat and political training, and to strengthen military 
discipline. 


In a single formation with the fraternal armies of the other Warsaw Pact states, the 
Soviet Armed Forces watch vigilantly over peace and reliably ensure the security of the 
peoples of the socialist community countries. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


SOVIET JOURNAL SURVEYS WORLD EVENTS JUNE-SEPTEMBER 1985 


Moscow MIROVAYA EKONOMIKA I MEZHDUNARODNYYE OTNOSHENIYA in Russian No 10, 
Oct 85 (signed to press 13 Sep 85) pp 90-109 


{International roundup by B. Bolotin, 0. Ivanova, V. Rasnitsyn, N. Streltsova: 
"Current Problems of World Politics"] 


[Excerpts] The past summer the peoples of our planet commemorated a memorable 
date--the 40th anniversary of the smashing of militarist Japan and the end 

of WWII. The defeat of Hitler Germany's ally, which followed just a few months 
after its surrender, was possible thanks to the entry into the war of the 
Soviet Union, which made a decisive contribution to the rout of the Kwantung 


Army. 


The victory over militarist Japan led to a further weakening of the forces of 
world imperialism. It created favorable conditions for the upsurge of the 
national liberation movement in countries of the Far East and Southeast Asia, 
which culminated in socialist revolutions in Vietnam, Korea and China. 


In August mankind commemorated another date also--the 40th anniversary of the 
tragedy of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, which were the victims of atomic bombing. 
The barbaric act of the American military, which was not dictated by any 
military necessity, proclaimed to the world that across the Atlantic people 
had embarked on the preparation of a new war, even more devastating in its 
consequences. The purpose of this act was obvious from the very outset: to 
intimidate the USSR and, employing a policy of nuclear blackmail, impose on 
the postwar world a Pax Americana. Such calculations were not to be--the 
United States’ nuclear monopoly did not last long. But Washington strategists 
were successful in one thing: the nuclear arms race which they unleashed 

has brought mankind to a dangerous boundary. 


The growing threat of nuclear catastrophe demands persistent and decisive 
actions to overcome it. The Soviet state's entire activity in the 
international arena is subordinated to tackling this historic task. Naturally, 
in the disturbing situation which has been created priority significance is 
attached to the problem of an improvement in Soviet-American relations: the 
USSR and the United States have a special responsibility for the fate of peace. 
"The main question which we must answer," M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary 

of the CPSU Central Committee, declared in his responses to the American 

TIME Magazine, "is whether we are at last ready to recognize that there is no 


64 





other way than to live with one another in the world and whether we are 
prepared to switch our mentality and mode of action from a warlike to a 

peaceful track. ...As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we answer this 
question in the affirmative." War will not come from the Soviet Union, we 

will never start it, the Soviet leader emphasized. Our people have far-reaching 
creative plans, and to realize them they need peace. 


2. In the Pivotal Direction of the Struggle for Peace 


While putting forward complex and critical tasks of an acceleration of Soviet 
society's socioeconomic development the CPSU is conducting a constant struggle 
to secure the necessary external conditions for reaching the charted frontiers. 
This is tackling a problem of a truly worldwide nature. For there is now 

for no people a more essential, more important question than ensuring the 
primary right of each person--the right to life--as declared from the platform 
of the 26th CPSU Congress. And today, on the threshold of the next congress, 
Soviet communists may say with pride: the credit for the fact that for 40 years 
mankind has succeeded in avoiding world wars belongs to the Communist Party 

and the Soviet state and the USSR's active peace-loving policy in the international 
arena. 


The USSR embodies its firm will to peace in precise and constructive proposals 
and deeds. In the last 445 years alone our country has presented more than 80 
initiatives on key problems of world politics, and, were it not for the West's 
refusal to heed the command of wisdom, the world would today be truly peaceful. 
The Soviet Union's activity in the international arena in the past months also 
was subordinated to bringing nearer this noble goal. 


Guided by a sense of responsibility for the fate of peace, our country has not 
slackened efforts aimed at the solution of the set of problems on the agenda 

of the Soviet-American negotiations in Geneva: a halt to the arms race on earth 
and the prevention thereof in space, a limitation of and reduction in nuclear 
arsenals and a strengthening of strategic stability. 


The Soviet Union came to the negotiations with the firm intention of seeking 
fair and honest accords on the entire range of problems to be discussed. 

As is known, in order to facilitate their achievement the USSR announced the 
unilateral imposition as of 7 April of a moratorium on the deployment of its 
intermediate-range missiles and halted the implementation of other retaliatory 
measures caused by the deployment in Europe of the new American missiles. The 
proposal put forward by the Soviet Union in connection with the start of the 
second round of negotiations concerning the establishment for the whole 

time of the negotiations of a moratorium on the creation, research into, 
testing and deployment of strike space weapons and also on a freeze of 
strategic offensive arms was also dictated by an endeavor to create a 
favorable atmosphere in Geneva. Furthermore, the USSR presented the initiative 
that upon the establishment of a moratorium the two sides agree to submit at 
the negotiations within a certain time, 1-2 months, say, their specific 
proposals on all the questions under discussion, including the levels to which 
they would be prepared to reduce strategic offensive arms, on condition, of 
course, 9f a ban on strike space arms. 
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Thus in the course of the two rounds of the Geneva negotiations (the second 
ended in July) our country demonstrated a truly constructive approach to a 
solution of the most important present-day problem and a sincere interest in 
the achievement of mutually acceptable accords. | 


Unfortunately, this cannot be said of the other side--the United States-—-—whose 
position is blocking progress in Geneva. Having adopted a policy of achieving 
military superiority over the USSR, the United States, as again shown by the 
second round of negotiations, is in fact using them as a smokescreen for the 
acceleration of gigantic militarist programs, including the “star wars" program. 


It is cramped for the aggressive designs of American imperialism within the 
framework of existing accords. This was demonstrated graphically, in 
particular, this June, when, coming very close to the level of nuclear 
strategic arms stipulated by the SALT II Treaty, Washington was ready to cast 
aside the provisions of this important agreement. True, considering the mood 
which exists both in the United States itself and among America's allies and 
in the world as a whole, the administration deemed an outright renunciation 
of its treaty commitments a risky business. In his statement on 10 June the 
head of the White House promised to abide by the terms of the treaty. But 

he simultaneously made it understood that the United States might revise its 
decision in the future. In fact Washington has long been pursuing a policy 
of undermining the Soviet-American SALT II Treaty. 


The question arises: on what does Washington intend reaching agreement in 
Geneva if even the limitations which exist currently are unacceptable to it? 


The present U.S. Administration is the sole administration in many years which 
is declining in practice any agreements with the Soviet Union aimed at 

reducing the threat of war and improving the international atmosphere. The 
latest testimony to this was Washington's attitude toward the exceptionally 
important initiative of the USSR presented at the end of July. On the eve 

of the 40th anniversary of the barbaric crime of the American military against 
mankind--the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki--M.S. Gorbachev announced 
our country's decision to suspend unilaterally as of 6 August all nuclear 
explosions. The moratorium is in effect until 1 January 1986, but it could 

be extended if the United States, for its part, also refrains from carrying out 
nuclear explosions. The Soviet Union called on the U.S. Government to join 

in the moratorium. Presenting the new foreign policy initiative aimed at 
removing the threat of nuclear war and strengthening peace, the USSR was guided 
by an endeavor to break the vicious circle of the arms race. After all, new 
kinds and types of weapons of mass annihilation are developed in the course 

of testing. In other words, a halt to testing is a realistic path toward the 
elimination of nuclear arsenals inasmuch as if the modernization of the 
existing nuclear weapons systems is impossible, they will gradually lose their 
effectiveness and will ultimately wither away. 


Such a prospect corresponds to the cherished aspirations of all peoples, to 
which the broad support for the new Soviet initiative by the world community 
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testifies. Millions of people on all continents have evaluated the USSR's 
decision to impose a moratorium on all nuclear explosions as the latest 
manifestation of our country's sense of responsibility for the fate of mankind. 
Official Washington had a different response. Without daring to reject the 
Soviet initiative outright and thereby demonstrate for the umpteenth time to 
the whole world its reluctance to tackle in practice problems of limiting and 
halting the arms race, the United States began to invent various dodges to rid 
itself of the USSR's appeal for its example to be followed. Initially, as 
repeatedly in the past, Washington hastened to declare the Soviet proposal 
“propaganda,” then it came out with its own “initiative,” proposing that the 
USSR send its observers to the next American tests, which were timed, 
incidentally, to coincide with the 40th anniversary of the Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki tragedy (this can be called nothing other than the height of 
cynicism!). Then under the pressure of world, including American, public 
opinion President Reagan was finally forced to set forth the United States’ 
position on the question of a halt to nuclear explosions. However, instead 
of a clear and, as all peace-loving people hoped, positive reply to the 
Soviet proposal to join in the moratorium, he in fact rejected it, declaring 
that there could be no question of any moratorium on the part of the United 
States until it had fully completed its testing program. According to an 
American press report citing military experts, the Pentagon needs these tests, 
in particular, to create the new Midgetman first-strike missile and implement 
the “strategic defense initiative". 


The plans being hatched in Washington for the militarization of space and the 
actual steps being taken in this direction have confronted mankind with the 
choice: cither space will produce tncreasingly tangible fruit for an 
improvement in the living conditions of inhabitants of the planet or it will 
become a source of mortal danger. The question is one of immediacy. The 
United States is already performing practical work on the creation of strike 
Space weapons. In September the Pentagon plans to test an antisatellite 
weapon, which specialists regard as the transition to practical realization 
of the program for the militarization of space. If this process is not 
stopped, the arms race will assume even greater dimensions and intensity in 
all areas. 


Proceeding from the serfousness and urgency of this problem, the Soviet Untfon 
proposed that the agenda of the UN General Assembly 40th Session include the 
question "International Cooperation in the Peaceful Conquest of Space Under 

the Conditions of its Nonmilitarization". The USSR's proposal provides, inter 
alia, for the implementation of a set of measures which would contribute to 

the unification of various states’ efforts in the peaceful exploration of space 
and the use of space technology for the good of all mankind, Including all-around 
assistance in this sphere to the developing countries. For coordination of 

the basic directions of cooperation in the peaceful conquest of space the USSR 
proposes the convening of a governmental international conference with the 


participation of states possessing major space potential. Such a conference 
would also examine the question of the creation of a world space organizat fon 
for international cooperation in this sphere. "The Soviet Union is convinced 
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that space-—-the common property of mankind--should be put not at the service 
of war but at the service of peace and security and the economic and social 
progress of all peoples,” the Soviet proposal emphasized. And this position 
corresponds fully to the USSR‘s approach to the problem of preventing an arms 
race in space, a halt thereof on Earth and the removal of the threat of 
thermonuclear catastrophe. 


3. Europe--Confrontation or Detente? 


The return of international relations to the channel of detente insistently 
demands that detente be underpinned by political measures aimed at reducing 
the threat of conflict on the continent. Implementation of the proposals 
submitted by the socialist countries at the Stockholm Conference on 
Confidence-Building Measures and Security and Disarmament in Europe for the 
conclusion by the participants in the All-—European Conference of a treaty on 
the mutual nonuse of military force and the maintenance of relations of peace 
could contribute to this to a large extent. The pivotal provision of such a 
treaty would be an undertaking not to be the first to use either nuclear or 
conventional arms, consequently, to use military force in general. Summing up 
the work of the latest session of the conference, which ended in July, it may 
be noted that, despite the obstructionist actions of the U.S. delegation, the 
socialist states’ proposal was the leading topic of discussion at the Stockholm 
forum. Besides the socialist states, the neutral and nonaligned states and 
1\lso Greece, Spain, Italy and France support the adoption of an international 
commitment on the mutual nonuse of force. 


The working documents presented by the socialist countries at the conference 
on limiting the scale of military exercises in Furope and notification of 
large-scale army, navy and air force exercises and also large-scale troop 
movements and transfers imparted a new direction to the discussion of military 
confidence-building measures. It is no secret that the holding of exercises 
and maneuvers with the participation of large-scale forces could bring about 

a growth of tension and create a threat to peoples’ security. Sometimes, as 
can be seen from the example of certain NATO maneuvers, they assume such 
significant proportions that it is difficult to distinguish them from the 
deployment of troops for the start of combat operations. 


lhe measures proposed by the USSR and its allies are aimed at removing the 


factors capable of giving rise to suspicion and tension. The socialist countries’ 


proposals are largely consonant with the positions of the neutral and nonaligned 
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states, the majority of which advocates a limitation of the dimensions of 
military exercises and that confidence-building measures extend to the activity 
of such strike forces as the air force and the navy. But it is this which 

the NATO countries would like to avoid. 


They are also occupying just as unconstructive a position in respect of the 
socialist states’ proposals concerning the freeing of European territory 
from chemical weapons. And this position is easily explained: the United 
States is speeding up a program of the production of chemical weapons, 
including their most dangerous variety--binary. In June Congress approved the 
requisite appropriations. Furthermore, as if sneering af world public 
opinion, the decision to produce binary weapons was adopted precisely at a 
time when in Geneva negotiations are continuing on the elaboration of a 
convention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons. As can be 
seen, the Pentagon would like to convert Europe into a theater not only of 
nuclear but also chemical warfare. 


The question of a mutual reduction in armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe being discussed at the Vienna talks is directly related to ensuring 
European security. Unfortunately, the last, 36th, round of talks brought no 
progress. Two fundamentally different approaches clash in Vienna, as before. 
Proceeding from the approximate equivalence of the military groupings which has 
actually evolved in the center of Europe, the socialist countries proposed a 
mutual reduction in armed forces and armaments on an equal numerical or equal 
percentage basis. This proposal affords a real opportunity for the achievement 
of an accord. The succees of the talks in Vienna will depend on whether the 
NATO countries finally make a really constructive response instead of conducting 
an endless "numerical" discussion. 


The dependable pathway toward the strengthening of security in Europe, the 
Soviet Union believes, is the continent's complete liberation from nuclear 
weapons, both intermediate-range and tactical. The socialist countries are 
prepared to examine any proposal most seriously--within the framework of the 
negotiations or outside of them--if it really pursues the aim of strengthening 
security on the continent. Thus, for example, the socialist countries adopted 
an understanding attitude toward Swedish Prime Minister 0. Palme's proposal 
concerning the creation in the center of Europe of a zone free of battlefield 


nuclear weapons. 


True to the spirit of Helsinki, the USSR and its allies seek the elimination 
of political-psychological factors of the military threat, which is impossible 
without a deepening of mutual understanding and respect for one another's 
values and views. Yet many propaganda actions of the Western mass media, as, 
equally, the speeches of official representatives of the capitalist states, 
are manifestly sustained in a spirit of "psychological warfare". It is 
sufficient to mention the subject of the "violation" of human rights in the 
socialist countries which is constantly being blown up in the West. 
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4. The Economy and Policy in the Capitalist World 


The socioeconomic problems and currency-finance disorders of the EEC are 
being intensified by political contradictions, which are proving just as 
difficult to solve. Indicative in this plane was the European Council 
session held at the end of June in Milan at Common Market member head of 
state and government level. 


The sole asset of the Milan meeting was, perhaps, its participants’ approval 
of the Eureka project, which provides for the West European countries’ 
cooperation in the sphere of advanced technology. The idea of the creation of 
a “technological Europe," that is, unification of the West Europeans’ 
scientific potential and resources in order to prevent a technology lag behind 
the United States and Japan and a brain drain across the Atlantic, which had 
been put forward by Paris in April and which originally did not win the 
partners’ support, thereby began to blaze a trail for itself. It was decided 
to continue discussion of various aspects of realization of the project at a 
special conference of ministers of foreign affairs and scientific research. 


Such a conference was held in Paris in mid-July. Representatives of 17 West 
European states (the 10 Common Market countries and also Spain, Portugal, Norway, 
Sweden Austria, Switzerland and Finland) and EC representatives took part. 

The conference confirmed the need for creation of a “European technology 
community" and determined the basic directions of scientific research 
(supercomputers, microelectronics, artificial intelligence, lasers, 
biotechnology, optics and so forth). However, its participants were unable to 
agree on the organizational structure of the European agency for coordinating 
scientific research ("Eureka” for short. Whence the name of the entire project) 
and methods of mobilizing the necessary resources. Only the principle of 
mixed--private and public--financing of the program incorporated in Eureka was 
determined. Paris has already announced the allocation of Frl billion for 
realization of the project, however, other countries are not rushing to 
allocate resources as yet. 


It also remains unclear who will undertake the coordination of the scientific 
research. The French proposals concerning organization of the project per 

a type of international consortium presuppose that the main role therein will 
be performed not by government bodies but big private companies possessing 
the necessary capital and scientific base. 


Despite the assurances of the initiators of Eureka concerning the “purely 
civilian nature" of the project, the Paris conference failed to dispel the 
suspicions concerning the possibility of the use of the results of research 
for military purposes. In particular, one program within the project's 
framework provides for the creation of a space station, rocket and Shuttle- 
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type craft. Observers are calling attention in this connection to the 
Statements of the representatives of a number of countries that Eureka is not 
aimed against the SDI and that individual companies of West European states 
may participate in realization of the American program. This applies primarily 
to the FRG, whose government is increasingly disposed toward such participation 
by West German companies. 


For its part, Washington is continuing the pressure on the West Europeans, 
demanding that they define their attitude toward the "star wars" program as 
quickly as possible. This was the purpose pursued, inter alia, by the tour of 
a number of West European countries by Lt Gen J. Abrahatison, leader of the SDI 
organization, who sought the partners’ consent to participate in the plans for 
the militarization of space. 


Another target of pressure on the part of the United States ts Japan. 
Washington does not conceal the fact that it would like to take advantage 

of this country’s big achievements in the sphere of the latest technology 

for military purposes. The same Abrahamson cited in a television interview 
the spheres in which the United States aspires to “cooperation™ with Japan: 
computer equipment with hardware and software, electronic-optical equipment 
and also the corresponding technology and laser equipment. Within the framework 
of the agreement on cooperation in the sphere of military technology 
concluded in November 1983 the Pentagon has already requested the transfer 

to it of the latest military technological developments. In spite of Tokyo's 
official statements, interaction between the two countries in realization of 
the “star wars" program is thereby beginning to acquire specific outlines. 


And it is not confined to plans for the militarization of space. Washington 
was visited in June by K. Kato, chief of Japan's National Defense Agency, who 
held talks there with the U.S. defense secretary. In the course of the 
consultations C. Weinberger put the question thus: Japan should in the 1980's 
even carry out military commitments concerning “protection” of sea routes in a 
radius of up to 1,000 miles from Japan's shores. 


The Japanese public, and not only it, regards the expansion of Japanese- 
American military cooperation as a direct path toward transformation of the 
"Security Treaty" between the two countries into an aggressive military alliance 
and Japan's conversion into a coparticipant in American adventures. 


Stormy debate developed in Japan this past summer in connection with the 
government's intention to abandon under Washington's pressure the practice 

of holding the country's military spending within 1 percent of GNP, although 
even now its military budget occupies eighth place in the world. Such an 
intention was communicated by Prime Minister Y. Nakasone in connection with 
the compilation of the latest 5-year program for Japan's armed forces for 
1986-1990. Bellicose circles of Washington and Tokyo are undermining the 
l-percent barrier fer the sake of Japan's "Self-Defense Force” assuming in the 
coming 5-year period functions of the U.S. 7th Fleet in the Northwest Pacific. 


5. The Peoples Reject Imperialist Diktat 
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The problems of Asian security as a whole are still on the agenda of 
international meetings and conferences. Thus the enlarged session of the 
Presidential Committee of the Organization of Solidarity of the Peoples of 
Asia and Africa held in Ho Chi Minh City attracted the great attention of 
the international community. The session discussed topical problems of Afro- 
Asian solidarity, the situation in different parts of Asia and the tasks 
confronting the public for strengthening national independence, peace and 
security. 


It should be noted that representatives of the public of Australia and New 
Zealand took part in the committee session for the first time. While not 
Asian states, they nonetheless display great interest in the strengthening 
of security in the vast Pacific region. The decisions of the 16th session 
of the South Pacific Forum held in Avarua--the administrative center of the 
Cook Islands--testify to this. The 13 states which participated, including 
Australia and New Zealand, supported declaration of the South Pacific a 
nuclear-free zone. 


A document adopted at the session solemnly proclaimed renunctation of the 
development, use and testing of any nuclear explosive devices. Furthermore, 
the countries of the forum officially banned the acquisition and 

importation onto their territory of nuclear weapons and also the discharge 
and dumping of radioactive waste in this region. 


Naturally, the decisions of the forum in Avarua gave rise to the discontent 
of the United States and a number of its NATO allies. After all, they run 
manifestly counter to the Pentagon's militarist plans in respect of the 
Asia-Pacific region, which is being assigned an increasingly important role 
in U.S. global strategy. 


Mankind is experiencing an alarming, critical time: the arms race is 
increasing, and the military threat is not abating. 


The continuing deterioration in Soviet-American relations and the campatgn being 
mounted across the Atlantic of hostility and hatred toward our country cannot 
fail to give rise to concern also. 


M.S. Gorbachev pointed to the impermissibility, danger and senselessness of 

such an approach by the United States to relations with the Soviet Union in 
replies to the American TIME Magazine. We emphasized that all attempts to bring 
the Soviet Union to its knees and wear it out are doomed to fail 


The language of force, even more, the "froma position of strength" policy itn 
the nuclear and space age entails the threat of the annihilation of everything 
living on Farth. The Soviet leadership is fully aware of Its responsibility 
for the fate of peace and calls on Washington to display the same sense of 
responsibility in the present explosive situation. 
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“All people want to live, nobody wants to die,” the CPSU Central Committee 

general secretary declared. “For this reason it is necessary to summon up the 
political courage and halt the unfolding menacing process. It is necessary to 
halt the arms race and embark on disarmament and an improvement in relations.” 


Such is our country’s clear and honest approach, to the forthccming November 


meeting of the Soviet and American leaders in Geneva included. The danger 
looming over the peoples may be averted--it is to this that the USSR'« spec if ic 
proposals are geared, be it a question of the nonmilitarization of space, the 


banning of all nuclear tests, the limitation and reduct ton of nuclear arms, 
both strategic and intermediate-range, or a political settlement of conflict 
situations in “flash points”. 


This position is humanitarian and nonegoistic and corresponds fully to the 
interests of both the USSR and the United States and all other peoples. 


It is significant that the Soviet foreign policy initiatives are enjoying the 
most widespread positive comments in the international community. Prominent 
politicians and public figures and a multitude of various organizations ali 
over the world, in the United States included, warmly supported the Soviet 
Union's decision to declare a moratorium on nuclear explosions. This decision 
was greeted enthusiastically by the participants in the 12th World Festiva! 

of Youth and Students in Moscow. 


The delegates to the UN General Assembly anniversary 40th Session in New York 
evaluate highly the new USSR proposal concerning the basic directions and 
principles of international cooperation in the peaceful conquest of space 
under the conditions of its nonmilitarization. 


These and many other specific steps of the Soviet Union aimed at an 

improvement in the international situation are profoundly consonant with the 
demands of the world antiwar, antinuclear movement--the world's broadest public 
movement. The events of recent months have confirmed once again the soundness 
of the Soviet viewpoint that a difference in world view or political differences 
should not serve as an impediment to joint action for the purpose of solving 

the main global problem--preventing a general nuclear catastrophe. 


The broad international support of our country's efforts to preserve peace on 
Earth instills optimism and faith in the victory of common sense and good will. 
In the name of this goal the Soviet people will continue to spare no forces, 
striving for a further upsurge of the socialist economy and putting forward 
increasingly new peace initiatives. And our reserves of constructiveness are 
vast. 


COPYRIGHT: Izdatelstvo “Pravda,” Mirovaya ekonimika i mezhdunarodnayve 
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PRAVDA PUBLISHES WARSAW PACT FOREIGN MINISTERS COMMUNIQUE 
PM201715 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 21 Mar 86 First Edition p 4 


[Communique of a Session of the Warsaw Pact States Foreign Ministers Con- 
mittee--PRAVDA headline) 


[Excerpt | 


A routine session of the Committee of Foreign Ministers of the member-states of 
the Warsaw Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance was held in Warsaw 


19-20 March 1986. 


Taking part in the meeting were Minister of Foreign Affairs of the People's Republic of 
Bulgaria Petur Mladenov, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Hungarian People's Republic 
Peter Varkonyi, Minister of Foreign Affaire of the German Democratic Republic Csar 
Fischer, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Polish People's Republic Marian Orzechowski, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Socialist Republic of Romania Ilie Vaduva, Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Eduard Shevardnadze, and 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic Bohuslav Chnoupek. 


1. The ministers exchanged opinions on the situation in Europe in light of the general 
state of international relations and the prospects for their future development. They 
placed on record the fact that the international situation remains tense and dangerous. 
Concern was expressed over the intensification of the arms race, especially the nuclear 
arms race, and the actions being taken to extend it into space. The United States and 
its NATO allies are pressing ahead with the arms race in all directions. The unceasing 
deployment of American medium-range missiles in a number of West European countries 
causes serious alarm. The imperialist policy of ferce and of interference in other 
states’ internal affairs continues. All this increases the danger of worldwide nuclear 
catastrophe, threatening the destruction of life on earth. 


At the same time a real hope of changes for the better in the international arena has 
appeared thanks to the vigorous and purposeful actions of socialist states, and the 
faith of people in a peaceful future has been strengthened. 


The ministers stressed that the peace proposals, set forth by the meeting of the 
Political Consultative Committee of Warsaw Treaty member-countries in Sofia in October 


1985, are directed at carrying owt the most urgent, cardinal task of our time -- to 
eliminate the threat of nuclear war, to stop the arms race, first of all the nuclear 
arma race, and to switch over to disarmament. The consistent, peace-loving policy of 


the Warsaw Treaty member-states opens up real possibilities for the attainment of these 
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aims, for a constructive dialogue on the most pressing and burning problems of inter- 
national relations. 


The Soviet-American summit meeting in Geneva created preconditions fer a transitics 
from the present state of confrontation to a normalization of relations between the 
USSR and the United States and for improving the international situation. 


By the joint vigorous and persistent actions of governments and peoples, of all 

realistically thinking forces, it is possible to ensure a turn for the better in 
European and world affairs, a revival of the policy of detente and constructive 

cooperation. 


The states represented at the meeting fully supported the program of fully liquidating 
all arsenals of nuclear and chemical arms before the end of this century and banning 
space strike arms set forth in the 15 January 1986 statement by the general secretary 
of the CPSU Central Committee. 


Stessing the very great importance of this program, they are determined to make every 
effort to carry it out. This would remove the threat hanging over mankind, lead to a 
radical improvement of the intermmational situation, and provide an opportunity for 
doing away with weapons of mass destruction for good. 


The Warsaw Treaty states insistently urge the NAIO countries, above all the United 
States, Britain, and France, to display realism and responsibility with a view to reach- 
ing accords, taking into account the interests of both sides and all other states, 
concerning a radical reduction of nuclear weapons and their subsequent elimination and 
prevention of an arms race in space. 


Elimination of weapons of mass destruction should be accompanied with an appropriate 
reduction of conventional arms and armed forces. The states represented at the meeting 
reaffirmed their principled position and proposals on matters of disarmament, stronger 
peace, and international security. They come out for strict observance of the 
principle of equality and identical security and for ensuring military balance at a 
lower level. 


It was stressed that the forthcoming Soviet-American summit meeting should center on 
questions connected with reaching concrete agreements on stopping the arms race, 
primarily the nuclear arms race, on earth and preventing it in space. At this meeting 
accords could be reached at least on questions of ending nuclear tests and eliminating 
American and Soviet medium-range missiles in the European zone. 


It was stressed at the meeting that it is necessary for all states to strictly observe 
the principles of respect for national independence and sovereignty, nonuse of force or 
threat of force, inviolability of borders and territorial integrity, a peaceful settle- 
ment of disputes, noninterference in internal affairs, equality and other generally 
recognized norms of international relations. 


2. The Warsaw Treaty states are most resolutely against the further stockpiling of 
nuclear weapons in Europe, and for completely freeing the continent of nuclear weapons, 
both medium-range and tactical. They stand for complete elimination of Soviet and U.S. 
medium-range missiles -- both ballistic and cruise missiles -- in the European zone as 
the first step in this direction. 


Implementation of such a measure requires that the United States make a commitment not 
to supply its strategic missiles and medium-range missiles to other countries while 
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Britain and France make a pledge not to increase their corresponding nuclear srmapents. 
Once American medium-range missiles are completely eliminated in Europe, there will be 
no need for the further presence of Soviet operatical-tatical missiles of enhanced 
ranee in the countries where they wre installed. 


Participants in the meeting believe that the establishment of nuclear-free zones in 
different regions of the continent would be a good step om the way to delivering Europe 
from nuclear weapons. They support the proposals for estalishing such zones in 
Scandinavia and the Balkans as vell as proposals for creating a nuclear-free corridor 
alone the line dividing the NATO and Warsaw Treaty countries in central Eurcge. 


The states represented at the meeting vant the European Conginent to be fully cleared 
of chemical weapons. in this connection they support the proposals of the German 
Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Romania for establishing zones 
free of chemical weapons accordingly in central Europe and the Balkans. 


The ministers consider it necessary to envigorate the Vienna talks on mutual armed 
forces and arms cuts in central Europe to most speedily reach mutually accept ebdle 
agreements. The proposals presented on 20 February 1986 by the allied socialist 
states -- direct participants in the talks -- contribute to drawing the sides’ stands 
closer. Hope was expressed that these proposals will meet with a positive response. 


The Warsaw Treaty member-states call for steadily carrying on the all-European 
process, and for strengthening security and developing cooperation in Europe. 


The ministers have discussed the state of affairs at the Stockholm Conference 
on Confidence-and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Purope and con- 
sider it necessary to accelerate its work in order to complete the first stage 
by the adoption of a substantial final document, that would be tabled at the 
Vienna meeting of representatives of the states participating in the Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe. 


the ministers expect the forthcoming meeting in Berne of experts of the states 
participating in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Burope deal ing 
with questions of contacts between people, institutions, and organizations to 
be held in a constructive atmosphere. It was pointed out that the socialist 
states will further consistently work for fully ensuring, given the respect for 
the soveretgnty of states, human rights in all fields, especially, the right to 
life in conditions of peace and freedon. 


An exchange of views and information has been held on the course of preparations 
for the scheduled meeting of representatives of states -- participants in the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, which is to open in Vienna 
this autumn. That meeting is designed to make a substantial contribution to 
improving the political climate and reviving detente in Furope and in the world, 
in coordinating major new steps for lowering the level of military confrontation 
on the European Continent, and broadening cooperation between European states. 
The need for developing economic and scientific-technological cooperation and 
bullding up conficence in economic relations was stressed. 


The opentng of the Vienna meeting at the foreign ministers level would give it 
the necessary political impetus. 


Ihe minitetere have examined in detail questions pertaining to strengthening peace 
and security and the development of cooperation on the European Continent, and 
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have resolutely declared that the invoilability of borders, respect for terri- 
torial-politica’ realities, which were shaped ss a result of World War Il, and 
post-war developments are the necessary prerequisites for preserving peacc and 
security in Europe. They have condemned the dangerous activity of the revan- 
chist forces, above all in the FRC, and stressed that revanchism and support 
for it anywhere poison the political atmosphere and are detrimental to mutual 
understanding among the European nations, thus threatening the outbreak of a 
military conflict. 


3. The ministers have stressed the importance of accelerating work at the 
Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space weapons for a practical response to 
the problem of preventing an arms race in outer space and ending it on earth, 
and achieving weighty results in the interests of 211 peoples. they support 
the Soviet Union's contructive stand at the talks directed at this. 


The meeting reaffirmed the need to prevent the spread of the arms race into 
outer space and to limit the use of outer space solely for peaceful aims for 
the benefit of all mankind. Preserving a peaceful outer space is the necessary 
prerequisite for carrying out far-reaching cuts and eliminating nuclear weapons. 


Note was taken of the sefious responsibility assumed by the initiatére of the 
progres for the emplacement of weapons in space and those who join in carrying 
it out, and also of the danger which the implementation of projects, similar to 
the so-called “Furopean Defense Initiative,” advanced in some Western European 
countries, would entail. 


Boting the urgent need to end nuclear testing as an important measure to improve the 
international atmosphere and a major step along the road toward eliminating nuclear 
weapons, the Warsaw Treaty member-states call on the United States to tcrminate any 
nuclear explosions the way the Soviet Union did. The participants in the meeting wel- 
come the statement of the USSR in which it said it would not conduct nuclear ex- 
plostons after ite unilateral moratorium expired on 31 March 1986 -- until the United 
States carries out its first nuclear explosion. 


Everything should be done to reach agreement on the termination of all nuclear ex- 
plosions, They came out in favor of an undelayed beginning of bilateral Soviet- 
American, or the resumption of tripartite -- involving Britain -- talks, on the com- 
plete and universal prohibition of nuclear weapon tests and in favor of holding mul- 
tilateral talks on that problem within the framework of the Geneva conference on 
disarmament. Agreement was expressed with the proposal of the nonaligned countries 
on holding consultations with a view to making the 1962 Moscow treaty banning nuclear 
weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water apply also to under- 
ground tests, which are not covered by the treaty. 


The Warsaw Treaty member-states believe the task of the complete elimination of chemi- 
cal weapons and the industrial base for their manufacture as early as in this century 
to be quite feasible. Talks on the conclusion of an international convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons and the destruction of the existing stockpiles of 
euch weapons should be intensified. They stand for reaching accords on a multilateral 
basis on the non-transfer of chemical weapons to anyone whomscever and on their non- 
emplacement on the territory of other states. The states represented at the meeting, 
themsleves adhering to this, call on the NATO countries to display similar restraint. 


They came out in favor of a ban on the creation of non-nuclear weapons based on new 
physical principles which, tn terms of their casualty-producing capabilities, are 
approximate to means of mass destruction. 
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The states represented at the meeting confirm their stance in favor of not in- 
creasing and in favor of reducing the military expenditures of states, and above all 
those possessing a major military potential. 


[hey proceed from the need for efficacious, effective monitoring [kontrol] in all 
spheres of the Limitation and reduction of arms and disarmament -- the kind of monitor- 
ing which must accord with the volume and nature of pledges made by the sides. 


The mecting's participants advocate that each arms Limitation and disarmament 

measure should not only bring greater security but must also make it possible to al- 
locate more money for the improvement of people's conditions of life, and for the elimi-~ 
nation of their military organizations. The Warsaw Pact member-states as before, are 
prepared to enter into negotiations with the NATO member-states to reach an appro- 
priate agreement, starting with the question’ of the mutual reduction of military 
activity. 


[hey renew their proposal that a treaty be concluded on mutual non-ur c* »tlitary 
force and maintaining relations of peace, that would be open also to a vpean 


and other countries concerned. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


USSK'S ‘'LNTERNATLONAL SITUATION--QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS' 14 MAR 
LD142353 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1030 GMT 14 Mar 86 


["International Situation -- Questions and Answers" program, introduced by Konstantin 
Patsyuk, All-Union Radio commentator; with Spartak Beglov, APN political observer; 
Eduard Vasilyevich Kovalev, international affairs journalist; Nikolay Agayants, foreign 
political commentator of Ali-Union Radio; and Vladimir Bogachev, TASS observer on 


military affairs] 


[Excerpts] [Patsyuk] Soviet people followed the proceedings of the 27th CPSU Congress 
with great interest. Meeting at a turning point in our country's history, the congress 
approved the concept of the acceleration of the USSR's social and eccnomic deve lopment 
and reaffirmed the Soviet program for the elimination of nuclear and other types of 
weapons of mass destruction on earth by the end of this century. Numerous letters, 
which we are currently receiving, express support for our party's domestic and foreign 
polictes and satisfaction with the results of the congress’ work. Our listeners Tamara 
Petrovna Barinova; the Gribanovs, husband and wife, from Moscow; Oleg Borisovich 
Dmitriyevy from Rostov na Donu; and many others ask us to describe the impact made by the 
27th CPSU Congress in the world. To accommodate their wishes, we have asked Spartak 
Ivanovich Beglov, APN political observer, to appear on our program, Spartak Ivanovich, 
how can one describe the overall world reection to the proceedings and decisions of the 


27th CPSU Congress? 


[Beglov] Let me start by saying that even before the 27th CPSU Congress ended, the 
following thought emerged in the assessments of a whole number of International 
observers, including the foreign correspondents [ met at the Moscow Press Center: There 
has perhaps not been in recent times a party congress like it In any country, attracting 
as it did by its content and its decisions such rapt and interested attention from the 
whole world. And it is clear why. It is not just because of the fact that it marks a 
watershed in the life of our people, who have set a course for qualitatively new 
reference points in the perfection of their soctety and the acceleration of its 

but also because the foreign policy strategy worked out by the congress is 


progress, 
as possible the conditions 


notable for its high degree of realism; it reflects as fully 
in which humanity exists, and sets tasks dictated by an age of great social revolutions 


and scientific-technical progress. 


international scene are focused on certain 


[Patsyuk] Our country's efforts on the 
the nucleus, so to 


principal points, principal areas. What is the foundation, what Is 
speak, of the congress’ foreign policy platform? 


| Beg lov] The congress set out a clear, precise and well-constructed concept « peace 


and security in the nuclear age. Here are its main ideas, fhe world has become too 
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small and fragile for wars and the policy of force. The combination of competition and 
historical confrontation between the two systems with the growing tendency toward an 
objective interdependence of the world community is the real dialectic of contemporary 
world development. The ccurse of history demands with increasing insistence that close 
cooperation be established between states and peoples on a worldwide scale with a view 
to mastering the science and art of living in a state of proper international inter- 
course and cooperation. There can be no winners in either a nuclear war or in the amas 
race. The maintenance of security in the interests of the survival of mankind is a 
political task which must be carried out by political means. To implement this 
approach, the idea of creating an all-embracing system of international security was 
advanced at the congress. For the first time, intemational security is presented in 
terms of all its dimensions: military, political, economic, and humanitarian. 


[Patsyuk] And how does the policy of the United States and NATO appear in the face of 
the Soviet concept of peace formulated at the 27th CPSU Congress? 


[Beglov] The program which the Soviet Union has put forth for the elimination of 
nuclear weapons by the start of the 3d millenium was defined in the report of the 
general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee as the central thrust of the Soviet 
state's foreigr political activities inthe forthcoming years. The advancement of such a 
vitally important task has turned into a test of the willingness and sincerity of every 
goverament to joint actively in the cause of disarmamert. Unfortunately, Washington's 
first official reaction to the Soviet proposals amounted to a whole cascade of 

assorted U.S. conditions and reservations standing in the path of specific practical 
steps toward nuclear disarmament. It is legitimate to ask whether the U.S. leadership 
has in practice managed to adapt its psychology and its approach to world affairs. 
Regrettably, we can observe once again a growing lacuna in the West between words and 
actions. 


Remember the words to which the U.S. President put his signature at the Soviet-U.S. 
summit last November: They stated the impossiblity and inadmissibility of chasing 
after military superiority, and the priority of nuclear disarmament. The day after 
the opening of the congress in Moscow, the U.S. President found nothing better than to 
declare again that force is the most convincing argument that we have. I8 this not a 
return to the old way of thinking, to the illusion that the more weapons there are, the 
more reliable security is, an illusion that has outlived its time? The polfticiane 

of the NATO countries have been bluntly faced with the question of whether they are at 
all prepared to give up nuclear weapons. The statements which are currently emanating 
from Washington, London and the other NATO capitals show that the leaders of these 
countries seem to have become so accustomed to nuclear weapons that in the face of the 
urgent steps on the path to a world without nuclear weapons, as proposed by the Soviet 
Union, they are not averse to repudiating their own assurances of their commitment to 
nuclear disarmament. But the moment of truth has arrived. In light of the ideas and 
proposals of the 27th congress, the true value of the policy of each of the partners 


in disarmament talks is emerging. 


[Patsyuk] I am holding a number of letters whose authors condemn the polictes of the 
U.S. Administratton and its approach to our proposals. This is stated, in particular, 
by Comrade Khrushcheva from Novomoskovsk and Vladimir Dmitrivevich Petukhov from 
Leningrad. Comrade Petukhov says bluntly that it is difficult to belfeve that they, 
the impertalists, will opt for disarmament. 


[Beglov] We do not close our eyes to the fact that the aggressive forces of 
imperialism are attemping to perpetuate confrontattlon and to give a boost to the arms 
race. But another tendency is irreversible. It is increastngly difficult for Western 
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politicians to fail to reckon with the mood of the broad masses calling for disarmament. 
Throughout the world a powerful counterweight to militarist policies is growing: I 
refer to the enormous potential of world socialism, of the forces of national and 
social liberation, and of the mass democratic antiwar movements which have recently 
entered the arena. One must also mention here the still far from fully realized poten- 
tial for common sense of a certain proportion of the ruling circles of the capitalist 
world. As is clear from what I have said, the CPSU's approach to problems of foreign 
policy combines a firm defense of the interests of the Soviet people and resolute 
opposition to the aggressive policies of imperialism with a willingness for dialogue 
and constructive tackling of international issues through talks. 


The implementation of the party's foreign policy course wil] demand great work and 
effort. But we are certain that the future belongs to just such a policy. 


[Patsyuk] Comrade Ivanov from the town of Koryazhma in Archangel Oblast asks us to 
talk about the U.S. space shuttles. We asked Vladimir Ivanovich Bogachev, TASS observe, 
on military questions, to answer this letter. 


[Bogachev] To start with, a few words about the technical characteristics of the ship. 
Its chief peculiarity is that the shuttle is a reusable ship and is intended for 100 
flights. After the Challenger catastrophe three ships of this series remain in the 
United States. 


[Patsyuk] And now, what about the purpose of these ships. 


[Bogachev] The space shuttle program occupies a large place in U.S. plans for "star 
wars,’ and in general nobody hides this. The reusable ships particularly have to 
fulfill tasks in carrying out reconnaissance and in intercepting the sate!lites of 

the other side. During the Challenger flight in 1983, the astronauts carried out 
corresponding tests, and with the help of a 15-meter long mechanical arm, they removed 
a U.S. satellite from orbit. It is also planned to use the ships for delivering 
military satellites and elements of strike space weapons into orbit. The possibilities 
of the ships as means for destroying space installations and as means for deploying 
[razmeshchentye] space mines in near-earth space are being studied. The Pentagon's 
space caddies [izvozchiki] as the shuttle is called in America, can be adapted for 
inflicting strikes on especially important strategic targets on earth. 


[Patsyuk] That is, in other words, these ships to a great extent will be carry‘ng out 
military tasks, and with their help the United States is pursuing a quite definite aim. 
Is that not it, Vladimir Ivanovich? 


[Bogachev] Yes, quite right, Konstantin Nikolayevich. One of the shuttle commanders, 
U.S. Air Force Colonel Jack Lousma, stated straightforwardly: Space is a place from 
which the whole world can be held in fear. 


U.S. observer Jack Anderson noted that wiih tie help of the space shuttie program the 
United States intends to ensure its strategic superiority. But through an trony of 

fate, the shuttles which are called on to demonstrate the techrical feasibility of the 
U.S. "star wars" program, have shown just how dangerous the militarization of space ts 
to mankind. 1 am thinking of the Challenger catastrophe with the astronauts on board. 


[Patsyuk] Our country, as we know, proposes a different space program. 


8] 





Yes. From the very beginning of the space era, the Soviet Union has spoken 
t and continues to speak out for the use of space only for peaceful aims. Our country 
is put forth a wide-scale program for its peaceful development. There is no room for 
eapons in space. Near-earth space should not become an areua for the arms race. In 
ntrast to the United States, our country proposes “star peace", not “star wars". The 
present flight of Soviet cosmonauts will become another contribution to the peaceful 
levelo; t of space. The remarkable achievements of the human mind should serve not 
the a ; of the destruction of the world's civilization, but the aims of its progress. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


USSR'S 23 MARCH WEEKLY ‘INTERNATIONAL OBSERVERS ROUNDTABLE' 

LD231727 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1230 GMT 23 Mar 86 
[International Observers Roundtable" program with Nikolay Agayants; Spartak 
Beglov, APN political observer; and Vitaliy Sobolev, All-Union Radio foreign 
policy commentator] 


[Excerpt ] 


[Agayants] Good afternoon, comrades. With snowstorms, winds, unexpected frosts, 


and snowfalls winter is departing -- very unwillingly, but still it is departing and 
making way for spring. That's the state of affairs in nature. As for our planet’ 
political climate, unfortunately, a genuine warming-up is still a long way off. This 


is confirmed by the events of the past week which have reflected like a mirror the two 
principle trends, the two courses of development of contemporary international rela 
tions. On one hand, the course of the Soviet Union and the other soctalist states 
towards curbing the giddy arms race on earth and preventing its extension into space 
and towards averting nuclear war and achieving detente; on the other hand, the adventur 
ist, militaristic, and aggressive course of the United States and its partners in 
various types of military blocs. Here are just a few of the most vivid examples of 
this confrontation: The communique of the meeting of the committee of the ministers 
of foreign affairs of the Warsaw Pact participant states and the documerts of the meet 
ing of NATO's nuclear planning group; the Soviet Union's continuing peaceful research 
of the universe and Washington's striving by hook or by crook to draw its allies even 
further into its dangerous ‘star wars’ program; the USSR‘s proposalsonthe peaceful 
settlement of regional conflicts and the Reaganite doctrine of neoglobalism in action. 


[Sobolev!] I would like to add, Nikolay Ivanovich, that the difference between the 

two approaches and the two trends is reflected in this week's major internal politica 
events in the socialist and the bourgeois countries. On one hand, there are the larg: 
plans for peaceful construction that were discussed at the meetings of the supreme 
bodies of state power of Bulgaria and Hungary, and at workers’ assemblies, for example, 
in Mongolia where the basic guidelines for social and economic development over the 
new 5-year-period have been put forward for discussion. They have been discussed tin 
the course of preparations for the fraternal parties’ congresses the Czechoslovak 
Communists’ forum, for example, begins tomorrow. 


On the cther hand are the militaristic budgets depriving the poor of what Little the 
have left. At the moment draft state budgets are being discussed in the United tates 
and Great Britain and are being strongly criticized in those countries. In the nited 
States, the Senate Budget Committee has cut the share earmarked for the Pentagon | 


> 
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$25 billion, but still what remains is 3 percent more -- and 3 percentis avery consider- 
able amount -- than the United States current military appropriation. 





In Britain, the Labor leader Kinnock has called the Conservatives’ financial program 
a present to the rich and even a Conservative MP -- Latham -- has admitted that the 
craft does not take into account the interests of the poor. I am going into this, 
perhaps in detail, because the details make it possible for each citizen of a given 
country and not only diplomats and journalists, to experience for themselves, so to 
speak, the difference between the two foreign policy courses. The Central Committee's 
Political Report to the 27th congress states that the CPSU's international strategy 
is determined by the basic tasks of the country's economic and social development. 
The principle objective of this strategy is to guarantee tha Soviet people the oppor- 
tunity of working in conditions of stable peace and freeedom -- such is the party's 
primary and key demand of our foreign policy. 


(Agayants] The routine meeting of the committee of the ministers of foreign affairs 
of the Warsaw Pact participant states held in Warsaw on 19 and 20 March, once again 
affirmed that the international situation continues to remain extremely tense and dan 
gerous. 


The ministers expressed serious concern over the fact that the arms race and particular- 
ly the nuclear arms race is being stepped up and that Washington is undertaking specific 
actions to expand it into near-earth orbits. One cannot fail to be alarmed, states 

the communtque adopted in Warsaw, that the deployment of Pershing-2 and cruise missiles 
in West Europe is not ceasing and that the imperialist policy of strength and inter- 
ference in the domestic affairs of other states is continuing. All this, of course, 

is increasing the danger of a world-wide nuclear disaster threatening the destruction 

of life on our planet. 


[he Warsaw Pact participant states have made an urgent appeal to the NATO member 

untries above all to the United States, Great Britain and France -- to display 
realism and responsibility in the aim of achieving accords taking into account the 
interests of both sides and all other states on the radical reduction of nuclear weapons 
and their subsequent elimination and on the prevention of an arms race in space. So, 
as we can see, the struggle against the nuclear danger, against the unbridled build- 
up of neclear weapons and the struggle to preserve and consolidate peace, remain the 
main thrust of the foreign policy activity of our party and our state. But what about 
the West? How is it reacting to the Soviet peace initiatives? 


Further, tt is well known that the 27th CPSU Congress gave, as we say, a start in life 
to the extremely important idea of creating a comprehensive system of international 
security. Its main foundations, as formulated in the Political Report of the CPSU 


Central Committee to the congress, are of an all-round, integrated and constructive 
nature and touch on the military, political, economic, and humanitarian aspects of the 
modern concept of international security. As has already been noted in numerous 
comments in the foreign mass information media and in speeches by prominent politicians 
and public figures in various countries, this is a very important step for achieving 


an accord on today's cardinal problems. 


iSobolev|] At this point, Nikolay Ivanovich, it is evidently worth mentioning once again 


the very significant clause of the Central Committee's Political Report to our party's 
ngress which talks about the essence of contemporary capitalism. Imperialism is also 

pushed tnto translating the competition between the two systems into the language of 

military confrontation by inner springs -- by its soctal and economic essence itself. 
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Sy virtue of its social nature imperialism constantly generates -- that is, engenders 
~~ an aggressive and adventurist policy. So states the report. 


[Agayants] Yes, Vitaliy Sergeyevich. And this is all especially characteristic of 
U.S. politics where the right wing -- the monopolist bourgeoisie -- sees the whipping- 
up of international tension as a justification for the growth of military expenditure, 
global claias, and interference in the domestic affairs of other states. 


[Beglov] The thing is that by the development of events Western governments were faced 
with the question of whether they are willing to part with nuclear weapons and whether 
they are ready for practical steps which would lead to the creation of firm foundations 
for international security. And when the leaders of the United States and the other 
NATO countries were faced with a test of their political will they began to take 
recourse to, I would say, a sort of hackneyed kind of maneuvering. They started to 
claim that the Western stance is allegedly a stance of realism, whereas the proposals 

of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries are a propaganda stance. However, 
in these clever dodges of all kinds, aimed at proving the unprovable, they expose them- 
selves in the sense that they are disavowing their own policies, their own stances, 

to which at one time they practically, I would say, swore their loyalty before the whole 


world. 


Let us think back to what happened in Geneva after the summit meeting between the USSR 
and United States leaders when President Reagan was taking his leave of Comrade Gorba- 
chev. 


He said that before leaving Geneva he wanted to stress that he was firmly resolved to 
make use of any opportunity in order to create a safer world. Let us recall what Bri- 
tish Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher announced from high governmental rostra a year 
before that when the USSR Supreme Soviet delegation led by Comrade Gorbachev was being 
received in London, in December 1984. She said that there is no sense in balance at 
ever higher levels of arms; we are entering into disarmament negotiations fully resolved 
to make them succeed, we do not want to have heaps of nuclear weapons but want negotta- 
tions to be held between the United States and the Soviet Union. At that time everyone 
was campaigning for the rapid elimination of both American and Soviet medium range 
missiles in Europe and everyone swore loyalty to the cause of radically reducing nuclear 


weapons. 


But what is happening now in light of what has been said in Washington over tne past 

few weeks in connection with the Soviet proposal on ending nucleur tests, the Soviet 
Union's extension of the unilateral moratorium on nuclear explosions, and in connection 
with the appeal from the participants of the Delhi Six to the two powers not to sanction 
any new nuclear tests before the summit meeting? Statements of a totally different 

kind are now emanating from Washington, saying that we will evidently have to get used 
to nuclear weapons for a long time to come and that nuclear tests must continue because 
as long as nuclear weapons exist they have to be improved. 


[Agayants] Within the course of this dangerous policy of Washington's which is giving 
rise to just indignation on the part of all people of good will on our planet no matter 
where they Live and no matter the views to which they adhere, within the course of 

this policy there is the new explosion of a nuclear device under the code-name “Glencoe” 
at the proving ground in Nevada and there are the preparations which are taking place 

at full speed for the testing of an x-ray laser triggered by a nuclear explosion which 
is scheduled to take place in April. All these are links in a single chain and they 

are evidence of the fact that the U.S. Administration, itn response to the good-will 





steps taken by the Soviet Union, is making a point of ignoring all calls for a halt 
to nuclear tests and for the achievement of most important accords in this field. 


\Beglov] And so if one has to say what really are the positions now clashing with each 
other, I would put it this way: One position is that of reason and realism and this 
is reflected in the Soviet proposals; and there is also the position based on tricks, 
provisos and conditions in which one can clearly see an unwillingness on the part of 
the Western powers to part with nuclear weapons and reduce the level of military con 


frontation both in Europe and globally. 


[Agayants] That is all quite right, Spartak Ivanovich and it seems to me that one cir- 
cumstance of no mean importance in the implementation of such a hard line by Washington 
-- fudging by latest events -- is also the calculation the United States is making upon 
being able to use the tension that exists in the world to put pressure upon its allies 
in order to make them as obedient and unlikely to give trouble as possible. This is 
also confirmed by the visit to London and Bonn of Caspar Weinberger, the Pentagor boss 
and it is confirmed in full measure by the results of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group, 
which has ended its work in the West German town of Wuerzburg. 


[Beglov] Yes, both in Wuerzburg and generally as far as Weinberger's arrival in West 
Europe is concerned, I would say that a kind of open trading has taken place around 
the question of what the British leadership is going to get in return for its support 
of SDI and what the FRG is going to get for the fact that it, too, is going to become 
involved in the implementation of this program. And overall the deal took place in 
this sense: That the U.S. secretary of defense essentially gave a pledge that the 
United States will support in every way this inflexible position on the part of Great 
Britain on the need to build up British arsenals and on the fact that this issue has 
blocked the first stage proposed by the Soviet Union for nuclear disarmament, namely 
the elimination of U.S. and Soviet medium range missiles in Europe. 


Furthermore some things about this deal simply hit one in their shamelessness. For 
example, some figures in the FRG had this to say: We want very much to get involved 

in the Strategic Defense Initiative program and we will try to convince our public that 
we will gain in the technological sense and will get access to U.S. technology, but 

at the same time we will try to distance ourselves from the military aspects of this 


project. 


[Agayants] In this connection, Spartak Ivanovich, I would like to make the following 
observation: Today space is the most advanced frontier of mankind, whose fate depends 
to a large extent upon the routes that are going to be taken by the further mastery 

of space around the earth and the purposes for which it is going to be used: Peaceful 
ones, which are capable of giving people colossal economic and scientific and technical 
advantages; or military ones, which will lead to an intensification of the arms race 
and the growth of the threat of nuclear war. Our position, the position of the Soviet 
Union, is of the utmost clarity, consistent and unambiguous: We are in favor of wide 
cooperation in the name of peace and in the name of clear skies over our planet. This 
was confirmed yet again by the work done by Vega automatic stations on the Venus 
Halley's comet project and it is being confirmed, too, by the continuing space watch 
of Leonid Kizim and Vladimir Solovyev on the Mir-Soyuz T-15 manned complex. 


[Sobolev] The ides of a “star peace” instead of “star wars” put forward by the 
Soviet Union -- the Soviet proposals on international cooperation in space exploration; 
and the real cooperation which is still continuing despite Washington's displeasure 

is attractive to people, including American space spectalists. For example, 


look at 





the extent to which they are writing in the United States about the prospects for an 
international manned flight to Mars: Americans consider -- and I believe they do so 
with good reason -- that it would indeed be good to carry out this grandiose undertaking 
jointly. American scientists invited to Moscow to observe the progress of the flight 

by the space stations to Halley's Comet returned home, according to the American journal 
US NEWS AND WORLD REPORT, struck not just by the technical achievements but by the 
spirit of international cooperation that pervades the Vega project. The journal noted 
with satisfaction that the apparatus for analyzing the dust was made available for this 
project by American scientists. The United States did not send its own station to the 
comet. They have not thrown all their strength and their resources into the Pentagon's 
space taxi-cabs, as they call the shuttle-craft in the West. Just listen the tone of 
what was said, for example, by President Smith of the American Astronautical Society, 
about Soviet space exploration: They possess phenomenal launch capabilities. While 
(?7Johnson), a space equipment specialist from the (?Teledyne Brown Engineering) Company 
put it like this: No country has a greater right to take pride in its achievements 

in space exploration than the Soviet Union. And one ought to add that this is because 
our country has always wanted to see space as something peaceful, to see it as an arena 
for cooperation between different countries. 


[Agayants] As you know, comrades, in Washington and in some Western Europe capitals 
they hold a diametrically opposite point of view: There they favor the active militari- 
zation of space and strive at any price to achieve implementation of the notorious 
Strategic Defense Initiative, that is to say the selfsame “star wars.” Things are 
threatening to become irreversible and for that reason the following words were spoken 
from the platform of our congress in the political report; let me remind you of them: 
It ts essential in the extreme, before it is too late, to seek out real solutions that 
would guarantee that the arms race will not be carried over into space. One cannot 
allow the “star wars” program to be used as a stimulus for a further arms race and as 
an obstacle on the path towards radical disarmament. The Soviet peace proposals, 
including the latest ones, are aimed directly at solving this important problem in a 
practical key. 


[Beglov] At the same time American, generals and politicans -- like Abrahamson, the 
leader of the SDI project -- are rubbing their hands and telling their colleagues in 
Washington that they have in fact obtained agreement to the kind of contribution to 
the trategic Defense Initiative by the British and by the FRG representatives that 
will make the development [sozdanitye] of some types of space strike weapons cheaper 


and more rapid. 
[Agayants] An admission of the utmost cynicism. 


[Beglov] In that sense, if we are going to talk about cynicism, then if one goes over 
to Tokyo one can quote a Japanese industrialist who said that of course we under st and 
that this idea is connected with war: We would not like to be involved in the killing 
of innocent people. But just think: How can we pass up the advantages we may get from 
taking part in this project? Please excuse us but we cannot avoid this temptation. 

And the result here, you know, is like this: They exchange bows; they curtsey to 

the public; but in actual fact they make this shameless, crafty, hypocritical, and 
cynical justification of their involvement in an adventure that might cost mankind very 


dearly. 
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